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NOTE  AS  TO  THE  REFERENCE  TO  RECORD  NOW  PRINTED 
WITH  THE  TITLE  OF  EACH  CAUSK 


The  Befeienoe  to  Becoid,  which  is  noted  on  the  bill,  giyes  the  year  of 
iiling,  the  initial  letter  of  the  surname  of  first  Plaintiff  4nd  the  con- 
secntiye  nmnber  of  the  bills  of  that  year  and  letter,  and  leads  to  the  file 
of  pleadings  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 

The  year,  letter,  and  number,  also  lead  to  the  entry  of  the  cause  in 
the  Cause  Books.  The  Cause  Books  commence  in  the  year  1842.  As  to 
causes  commenced  before  the  2nd  of  November,  1852,  they  contain  the 
dates  of  pleadings  and  formal  proceedings.  As  to  subsequent  causes 
they  contain,  in  addition  to  these  particulars,  the  dates  of  aU  decrees, 
orders,  reports,  and  certificates  made  since  the  80th  of  November,  1855. 
In  these  books  there  is  entered  against  every  decree  or  order  a  reference 
to  the  volume  and  folio  of  the  Begistrar's  Books  for  the  year,  where  the 
decree  or  order  will  be  found  in  eadeMO, 

No  reference  is  written  against  reports  or  certificates,  but  the  dates, 
extracted  from  the  Cause  Book,  lead  to  the  corresponding  entries  in  the 
Volumes  of  Beports  and  Certificates,  and  the  Index  thereto. 

The  Cause  Books  are  kept  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 

The  Begistrar's  Books  and  the  Index  thereto,  and  the  Beports  and 
Certificates  and  the  Index  thereto  caUed  the  Calendar  of  Beports,  are 
kept  in  the  Beport  Office,  a  branch  of  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office 
under  the  same  roof. 

For  the  time  of  commencement  of  year  in  the  ''  Begistrar's  Books,"  see 
1  Seton,  pp.  2,  8.  

When  the  Beferenoe  to  Becord  is  not  known,  it  may  be  found  by 
searching  for  the  necessary  period  the  Index  to  Cause  Books  kept  in  the 
Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 


In  searching  for  decrees,  orders,  reports,  and  certificates  made  in 
causes  commenced  before  the  2nd  of  November,  1852,  or  made  in  sub- 
sequent causes  before  the  80th  of  November,  1855,  or  made  in  matters, 
the  old  method  must  still  be  foUowed,  viz. : 

If  a  decree  or  order  is  required,  search  in  the  Beport  Office  the  Index 
to  the  Begistrar^s  Books ;  if  a  report  or  certificate,  search  in  the  same 
office  the  Calendar  of  Beports.  The  Index  to  the  Begistrar's  Books 
gives  the  reference  to  the  Begistrar's  Books,  and  the  Calendar  of  Beports 
the  reference  to  the  Volumes  of  Beports  and  Certificates* 


Affidavits  are  filed  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office,  where  the 
Index  thereto  may  be  searched. 

Petitions  are  filed  in  the  Beport  Office,  where  the  Index  thereto  may 
be  searched. 


€qutts  Cased 

{Including  Bankruptcy  Cases) 
BEFORE 

THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS, 

THE 

VICE-CHANCELLORS, 

AMD  THE 

CHIEF  JUDGE  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 


JACOBS  V.  BRETT.  M.  E. 

1875 
Ijord  Mayors  Court — Want  qf  Jurisdiction — Prohibition  at  instance  of  Defen-         ^^^ 

dant^Mayor's  Court  of  London  Procedure  Act,  1857  (20  &  21  Vict,  c.  April  15, 16. 

dvii,\  8, 15.  ""~~ 

The  Defendant  in  an  action  in  the  Lord  Mayor^s  Court  may  obtain  a  writ 
of  prohibition,  notwithstanding  the  15th  section  of  the  Mayor's  Court  of 
London  Procedure  Ad,  ISBl,  which  enacts  that  **  no  defendant  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  or  by  any  proceeding 
whatsoever  except  by  plea ;"  the  real  effect  of  that  section  being  only  to  limit 
the  modes  of  objecting  within  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  to  the  jurisdiction. 

Manning  v.  Farqukarson  (1)  not  followed. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  had  commenced  an  action  for  libel  in  the 
Loid  Mayor's  Court  against  Sir  W.  B.  Brett,  one  of  the  Justices  of 
the  Conrt  of  Common  Pleas,  claiming  damages  to  the  amount 
of  £5000.'  Thereupon  Messrs.  Baven  &  Hare,  the  Defendant's 
attorneys,  obtained  a  writ  of  prohibition  out  of  Chancery  upon  an 
a£Sdayit  made  by  one  of  their  clerks,  stating  that  neither  the 

(1)  30  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22. 
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1875 


Jaoobb 

r. 
Bbktt, 


Plaintiff  nor  the  Defendant  lived  in  the  City  of  London  ;  that  the 
alleged  libel  was  contained  in  a  letter  written  by  the  Defendant, 
and  sent,  closed  up,  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  at  Wedminster,  where  it  was  delivered  to 
them,  and  consequently  that  the  alleged  publication  did  not  take 
place  within  the  City  of  London^  and  that  the  letter  was  written 
at  Judges'  Chambers^  not  in  the  City  of  London  ;  and  that  he  was 
advised  and  believed  that  no  part  of  the  cause  of  action  arose 
within  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court.  The  writ  had  an  indorsement 
stating  that  it  was  issued  by  Messrs.  Baven  &  HarOy  ^  attorneys 
for  the  Defendant/' 

The  Plaintiff  in  person  now  moved  to  discharge  the  writ,  on  the 
grounds,  firsts  that  the  issue  of  the  writ  was  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Mayor* 8  Court  of  London  Procedure  Act  (20  &  21 
Yict.  c.  clvii.)  (1) ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  cause  of  action  did  arise 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  The  Plaintiff 
(acting,  as  he  stated,  under  advice)  filed  no  affidavit  in  opposition 
to  that  on  which  the  writ  was  obtained,  and  after  opening  the 
motion  asked  leave  to  file  further  evidence.  This  was  refused, 
and  the  argument  turned  on  sect  15  of  the  Mayor's  Court  PrO" 
cedure  Act. 


Mr.  C.  S.  C.  Boioen,  for  the  Defendant : — 

The  writ  was  not  obtained  by  the  Defendant,  but,  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  was  obtained  by 


(1)  Thia  Act  is  entitled  "  An  Act  for 
abolishing  certain  Jurisdiction  of  the 
Sheriff's  Goorts  of  the  City  of  London^ 
and  for  amending  the  Process,  Practice, 
and  Mode  of  Pleading  in  the  Mayor's 
Court,  and  for  extending  the  jurisdic- 
tion thereof."  The  preamble  contains 
a  recital  that  "  it  is  expedient  to  make 
the  Mayor's  Coart  more  efficient  by 
extending  its  powers  and  simplifying 
its  practice  and  mode  of  procedure.*' 
The  material  clauses  are  as  follows : — 

Sect.  12:  '*  Where  the  debt  or 
damage  clumed  in  any  action  shall 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  £50,  no  plea  to 
the  jurisdiction  shall  be  allowed,  pro* 


Tided  the  Defendant,  or  one  of  the 
Defendants,  shall  dwell  or  carry  on 
business  within  the  City  of  London  or 
the  liberties  thereof  at  the  time  of  an 
action  brought ;  or  provided  the  Defen- 
dant, or  one  of  the  Defendants,  shall 
have  dwelt  or  carried  on  business  at 
some  time  within  six  months  next 
before  the  time  of  the  action  brough  t ; 
or  if  the  cause  of  action,  either  wholly 
or  in  part,  arose  therein." 

Sect  15:  ''No  Defendant  shall  be 
permitted  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  in  or  by  any  proceeding 
whatsoever,  except  by  plea." 
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the  attorneys  personally.    The  case  therefore  falls  within  the        M.  B. 
decision  in  Mayor  of  London  v.  Cox  (1).  1875 

If  this  be  not  so,  the  question  arises  whether  Marming  v.  Far-  Jacobs 
quJioflrson  (2)  can  be  held  law,  having  regard  to  Mayor  of  London  ^^^ 
V.  Cox  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  cannot.  — 

The  effect  of  want  of  jurisdiction  in  an  inferior  Court  to  try  an 
action  brought  in  it,  is  twofold.    First  of  all,  the  action  may  be 
treated  as  an  encroachment  on  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior  Court, 
and  this  was  the  ground  of  the  writ  of  prohibition :  De  Saber  v. 
Queen  of  Portugal  (3).     Secondly,  the  want  of  jurisdiction  is  a 
good  defence  to  the  action,  and  the  objection  may  be  taken  in  the 
inferior  Court  in  many  ways,  as,  for  example,  by  demurrer  (for  the 
declaration  ought  to  shew  that  the  inferior  Court  had  juris- 
diction) ;  by  plea  in  bar ;  by  evidence  at  the  trial ;   possibly  by 
motion  non  obstante  veredicto^  or  by  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment ; 
or  by  writ  of  error,  or  by  appearance  under  protest  and  motion  to 
stay  proceedings.    Previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Mayor's  Court 
Procedure  Act^  there  were  certainly  three  or  four  ways  of  taking 
the  objection  in  the  Mayor's  Courts  all  independent  of  any  applica- 
tion to  an  outside  Court. 

That  being  so,  the  Mayor's  Court  of  London  Procedure  Act, 
1857,  is  passed  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  with  the  procedure  and 
practice  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  and  I  submit  that  sect.  15 
deals  with  those  matters  only,  and  does  not  alter  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court.  It  is  quite  settled  that  sect.  12  does  not  extend  the 
jurisdiction :  Bobinson  v.  Emanuel  (4) ;  Qaartly  v.  Timmtns  (5) ; 
Odd  V.  Turner  (6).  The  object  of  sect.  15  is  simply  to  say  that, 
whereas  the  defence  of  want  of  jurisdiction  might  previously  have 
been  taken  in  many  different  ways,  it  was  thenceforth  to  be  raised 
only  by  plea.  There  was  no  intention  to  deprive  the  superior 
Courts  of  any  jurisdiction,  and  there  are  no  words  sufficient  for 
that  purpose.  It  would  be  extraordinary  if  a  Court  of  inferior 
jurisdiction  were  made  the  judge  of  the  extent  of  its  own  jurisdic- 
tion.   The  language  of  the  section  shews  that  it  refers  only  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  239.  (4)  Law  Rep.  9  C.  P.  414. 

(2)  30  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22.  (5)  Ibid.  416. 

(3)  17  Q.  B.  171,  196 ;  20  L.  J.  (6)  Ibid.  10  C.  P.  149. 
(Q.B.)  488. 
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• 

M.  B.      raising  the  defence  in  the  Mayor's  Court.    No  Defendant  is  to  be 
1876       "  permitted  "  to  object  except  by  plea,  that  is,  to  be  permitted  by 
Jaoobs      ^^®  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  in  which  the  Defendant  is  to  plead. 

.  It  is  true  that  a  different  conclusion  was  arrived  at  by 
Crampton^  J.,  in  Manning  y.  Farquharson  (1),  and  that  the  same 
learned  Judge  afterwards  expressed  approval  of  the  decision  when 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Cox  V.  Mayor  of  London  (2) ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  Judges, 
consulted  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Mayor  of  London  v.  Cox, 
disapproved  of  it:  as  appears  by  their  opinion,  delivered  by 
WUleSf  J.  (3).  It  win  be  found,  on  examining  the  judgment  of 
Cranipton,  J.,  in  Manning  v.  Farquharson^  that  that  learned  Judge 
appears  to  have  doubted  whether  a  stranger  could  have  prohibi- 
tion since  the  statute.  That  question  has  been  completely  settled 
by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Mayor  of  London  v.  Cox;  and  it  would 
be  an  extraordinary  result  if  the  Defendant  could  not  have  pro- 
hibition, while  all  the  rest  of  the  world  can. 

It  is  right  to  mention  that  Manning  v.  Farquharson  was 
followed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  recent  case  of 
Baker  v.  Clark  (4).  That^  however,  was  merely  an  ex  parte 
application  by  the  Defendant  in  the  action ;  the  Court  in  effect 
suggested  that  the  application  had  better  be  made  in  the  name  of 
a  stranger,  and  accordingly  that  was  done  next  day.  In  the  more 
recent  case  of  Quarffy  v.  Timmina  (5),  Keaiing^  J.,  threw  doubt  on 
Manning  v.  Farquharacn. 

7he  Plaintiff  was  heard  in  reply. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  KR.  : — 

I  very  much  regret  for  my  own  sake  as  well  as  the  Plaintiff's 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  not  had  the  assistance  of  counsel  in  a  case 
of  so  much  importance  and  difficulty. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  few  and  simple,  and  they  are  contained 
in  a  single  affidavit  which  has  not  been  answered.  Before  stating 
them,  I  must  notice  a  suggestion  or  application  made  to  me  yes- 

(1)  30  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22.  (3)  Law  Bep.  2  H.  L.  259. 

(2)  2  H.  &  C.  402 ;  32  L.  J.  (Ex.)  (4)  Ibid.  8  0.  P.  121. 
282.  (6)  Ibid.  9  C.  P.  416. 
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terday,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  after  he  had  brought  on  his  M.  B. 
motion,  to  add  to  the  evidence.  He  told  me  that  he  had  pur-  1875 
posely  abstained  from  aDSwering  the  affidavit  because,  having  jaoobs 
taken  legal  advice  on  the  subject,  he  had  been  told  that  was  the 
best  conrse.  Even  if  he  had  not  been  so  advised,  1  should  have 
hesitated  long  before  interfering  with  the  thoroughly  well-estab- 
lished practice  of  this  Court,  that  no  man  is  entitled,  as  of  right, 
to  add  to  the  evidence  on  a  motiou,  after  electing  deliberately 
to  open  it ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  that  course, 
not  ignorantly  or  per  incuriam,  but  deliberately  and  advisedly, 
I  saw  no  ground  whatever  for  granting  him  any  indulgence. 

The  matter  stands  in  this  way : — [His  Honour  stated  the  facts 
to  the  effect  set  forth  above,  and  continued : — ^]  Of  late  years,  ap- 
plications for  writs  of  prohibition  have  usually  been  made  to  the 
Common  Law  Courts,  but  I  am  told  there  were  some  special 
reasons  which  induced  the  application  to  be  made  in  the  present 
case  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  which  has  an  ancient  and  un- 
doubted jurisdiction  to  grant  the  writ.  The  affidavit  on  which 
the  application  was  founded  appears  to  be  regular,  and  the  prohi- 
bition issued  as  a  matter  of  course.  The  first  suggestion  made  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant  was,  that  the  writ  was  issued  really,  not 
by  the  Defendant,  but  by  his  attorneys  in  their  own  persons,  and 
acting  for  themselves.  I  am  unable  to  accede  to  that  suggestion ; 
for  the  writ  is  indorsed  by  Messrs.  Baven  <&  Hare^  **  attorneys  for 
the  Defendant;**  it  must,  therefore,  be  treated  as  a  writ  issued  by 
the  Defendant  himself.  I  am  therefore  driven  to  consider  and 
decide  the  important  point  whether  the  Defendant  in  an  action  in 
the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  in  a  case  in  which  that  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction,  is  still  entitled  to  restrain  that  action  by  writ  of  pro- 
hibition, as  he  undoubtedly  could  have  done  before  the  passing  of 
the  Mayor's  Court  of  London  Procedure  Ad,  1857.  Now  the 
nature  and  effect  of  a  writ  of  prohibition  have  been  made  more 
familiar  to  us  than  formerly  from  the  elaborate  discussion  which  the 
subject  underwent  in  the  case  of  Mat/or  of  London  v.  Cox  (1) ;  and 
it  is  perfectly  plain  that  either  the  Crown  or  any  subject  may  inter- 
vene and  inform  a  superior  Court  that  an  inferior  Court  is  exceed- 
ing its  jurisdiction ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  superior  Court,  when 

(1)  Law  Hep.  2  H.  L.  239. 
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M.  B.  it  is  80  informed,  to  confine  the  inferior  Court  within  the  limits  of 
1875  its  jurisdiction.  In  an  ordinary  case,  therefore,  the  writ  is  a 
Jacobs  matter  of  course,  and,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  has  for  a  long  time 
Bbbtt  ^^^^  issued  upon  the  production  of  an  affidavit  to  the  like  effect 
—  with  that  which  I  have  just  stated.  It  is  now  said  that  the 
Mayor's  Court  of  London  Procedure  Act  has  taken  away  that 
right,  not  from  all  the  world,  but  from  one  person  out  of  all  the 
world,  viz.,  the  Defendant  in  the  action.  It  is  supposed  that  it  is 
a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  section  of  the  Act  that  it  pro- 
hibits the  Defendant  in  the  action  from  restraining  the  legal  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  but  allows  all  the  rest  of  the 
world  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  restrain  that  action,  so  that 
although  the  Defendant  cannot  do  it  himself,  he  can  ask  anybody 
else  to  do  it  for  him.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  any  possible  escape 
could  be  found  by  reasonable  interpretation  from  any  such  absurd 
conclusion,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  find  it ;  but  so  far 
from  that  being  necessary,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  plain  and 
clear  meaning  of  the  Act  points  in  an  entirely  contrary  direction. 
In  the  first  place,  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  this  is  what  is  comr 
monly  called  a  local  Act ;  one,  not  for  the  government  of  the 
whole  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects,  but  restricted  to  a  locality.  It  is 
also  evident,  when  we  come  to  look  at  its  title  and  its  preamble, 
that  it  is  for  a  double  purpose  (I  leave  out  of  question  the 
Sheriffs*  Court,  and  confine  myself  to  the  Mayor's  Court),  viz.,  to 
amend  the  process,  practice,  and  mode  of  pleading  in  the  Mayor's 
Court,  and  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  thereof.  That  is,  it  leaves 
the  Court  a  Court  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  but  extends  its  juris- 
diction by  express  words  in  certain  cases.  I  should  have  thought 
that  was  a  very  strong  argument  to  shew  that  there  was  no  ex- 
tension of  jurisdiction  by  implication.  When  you  find  it  passed 
for  the  express  purpose  of  extending  the  jurisdiction,  and  when 
you  find  it  extending  the  jurisdiction  by  express  terms,  in  certain 
cases,  it  is  very  unlikely  that  the  jurisdiction  should  be  ex- 
tended by  mere  implication  in  other  cases.  In  the  next  place,  I 
think  nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  an  Act  of  Parliament 
which  takes  away  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior  Court  of  Law  must 
be  expressed  in  clear  terms.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  it  may  not 
be  done  by  necessary  implication  as  well  as  by  express  words,  but 
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at  all  events  it  must  be  done  clearly.    It  is  not  to  be  assumed  that       M.  R. 
the  Legislature  intends  to  destroy  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior       i875 
Court    You  must  find  the  intention  not  merely  implied,  but  neces-      j^m 
sarily  implied.    There  is  another  principle,  which  is,  that  the      ^  ^- 

general  rights  of  the  Queen's  subjects  are  not  hastily  to  be  assumed       

to  be  interfered  with  and  taken  away  by  Acts  of  Parliament. 
Upon  that  point  I  may  refer  to  the  judgments  delivered  by  the 
Lords  Justices  in  In  re  Lundtf  Qranite  Company  (1),  which  I 
think  shew  that  that  is  the  true  view  to  be  taken  in  considering 
Acts  of  Parliament,  even  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  they  do  or 
do  not  take  away  such  rights.  [His  Honour  then  read  the  judg- 
ments.] 

Now  here  the  subject  has  a  right,  and  it  is  a  valuable  right,  of 
having  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  local  Court  determined 
in  the  superior  Court,  and  is  it  to  be  assumed  that  that  right  was 
to  be  taken  away,  and  that  he  was  to  be  compelled  to  submit  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  to  the  inferior  Court  itself?  I  think 
that  is  very  unlikely.  There  are  two  sections  of  the  Act  to  be 
noticed,  the  12th  and  the  15th,  [His  Honour  read  them.]  ;  Now 
if  the  15th  section  has  the  meaning  which  it  is  said  to  have,  the 
result  would  be  that  the  12th  section,  taking  away  the  plea  in  the 
cases  named,  would  deprive  the  party  of  any  means  whatever  of 
questioniDg  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  in  the  cases 
mentioned  in  the  12th  section.  But  that  has  not  been  the  course 
of  decision.  It  has  been  held  that  you  may  have  prohibition, 
notwithstanding  the  amount  .is  less  than  the  £50  mentioned  in 
the  12th  section.  But  do  the  words  of  the  15th  section  take  away 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  superior  Court?  Not  at  all.  The  only 
person  that  section  affects  is  the  Defendant.  If,  therefore,  it  was 
intended  by  the  Legislature  to  enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court,  the  Legislature  has  not  effected  its  purpose, 
because  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  any  one  except  the  Defendant 
from  applying  for  a  writ  of  prohibition,  and  coosequently  every- 
body else  is  left  at  liberty  to  apply  for  the  writ.  That  alone 
shews  how  extremely  improbable  it  is  that  that  could  be  the 
meaning  of  it.  Then  the  section  says :  *'  No  Defendant  shall  be 
permitted  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction."    Permitted  by  whom  ? 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  465-468. 
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M.  B.      The  natural  answer  is,  *'  By  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court"     There 

Ig75       having  been  a  great  number  of  ways  of  objecting  to  the  jurisdic* 

Jaoobs      ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  Tjoid  Mayor's  Court  in  that  Court  itself,  this  Act, 

^^         having  for  its  object  the  regulation  of  the  procedure  of  that  Court, 

says  you  shall  take  the  objection  in  that  Court  by  plea.    That 

seems  to  me  to  give  an  intelligible  meaning  to  the  section,  and 
makes  the  whole  Act  consistent ;  and  were  it  not  for  the  deciaians 
on  the  subject,  I  should  have  thought  the  case  a  very  plain  one. 
With  great  deference  to  the  very  learned  Judge  who  decided 
otherwise,  I  must  say  that,  having  read  on  more  occasions  than 
one  his  judgment,  I  still  remain  of  the  same  opinion.  That,  how- 
ever, does  not  entitle  me  so  to  decide,  if  the  decisions  are  of  such 
a  character  as  to  compel  me  to  follow  them,  even  though  my 
own  opinion  is  clearly  the  other  way.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary 
for  me  to  eauunine  those  decisions. 

The  decision  upon  which  the  whole  matter  turns  was  that  in 
Manning  v.  Farquharsan  (1).  Mr.  Justice  Cramptan,  who  decided 
that  case,  had  not  the  benefit  of  that  full  discussion  of  the  sub- 
ject which  has  since  taken  place,  and  he  did  not  take  the  view 
which  has  since  been  taken  as  to  the  effect  of  that  section.  He 
did  not  consider  that  the  15th  section  applied  to  a  Defendant 
only,  and  did  not  apply  to  any  one  else ;  he  considered  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Mayor's  Court  was  enlarged  by  implication,  not 
that  the  Defendant  alone  was  prevented  from  obtaining  pro- 
hibition. He  says  this :  ^'  The  old  law  as  to  there  being  no  juris- 
diction unless  the  matter  arose  within  the  limits  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  inferior  Court,  is,  in  my  opinion,  altered  by  the  new 
Act  of  Parliament  And  I  think  that  the  section  in  question, 
pleading  or  practice  rule,  or  whatever  it  be,  does  in  effect  give  tlie 
Lord  Mayor's  Court  jurisdiction,  whether  the  Defendant  plead  to 
the  jurisdiction  or  not"  If  that  was  the  sole  ground  of  the  de- 
cision, it  is  directly  contrary  to  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
in  the  Mayer  of  London  v.  Cox  (2),  where,  however,  the  writ  wa8> 
moved  for,  not  by  the  Defendant  in  the  action,  but  by  a  garnishee. 
The  same  learned  Judge,  Mr.  Justice  Orompbm,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  (3)  in  that  caae^  and 

(1)  30  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  289. 

(3)  2  H.  &  C.  401, 409. 


V. 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  CASES.  9 

speaking  for  the  Court,  deliberately  expressed  his  approval  of  the       M.  R. 
decision  in  Manning  v.  Farquharsan  (1).    I  need  hardly  say  that  if       1875 
that  decision,  having  been  so  approved  of,  had  not  been  touched  by      j^^ 
subsequent  decisioDs,  I  should  have  felt  myself  bound  to  follow  it. 
There  is,  it  is  true,  a  case  of  Baker  v.  Clark  (2),  in  which,  in  1878, 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  appears  to  have  followed  the  dedsion 
in  Manning  v.  Farquharsan ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  in  a  still 
more  recent  case  of  Quartly  v.  Timmina  (3),  Mr.  Justice  Keating 
says  of  Manning  v.  Farquharson :  "  That  case  occurred  long  before 
the  decision  in  Mayor  of  London  v.  Com  (4).    There  have  been 
numerous  applications  for  prohibitions  since  by  strangers:   see 
Cook  V.  Om''  (5> 

I  am  told  that  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  to 
gnnt  prohibitions  to  attorneys  in  their  own  names. 

Now,  if  the  view  taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Crompton  were  correct ; 
if  it  were  really  the  meaning  of  the  statute  that  the  Defendant, 
as  was  said  by  him,  was  not  entitled  to  prevent  the  action  going 
on  unless  he  pleaded,  it  would  be  a  mere  subterfuge  and  evasion 
to  allow  the  Defendant's  attorneys,  simply  by  appearing  in  their 
own  names,  to  stop  the  action  by  means  of  such  prohibition, 
although  the  Defendant,  for  whom  they  appeared  in  the  action, 
had  sot  pleaded.  I  cannot  attribute  to  the  Court  the  notion  that 
persons  are  entitled  to  evade  an  Act  of  ParUament  in  that  way ; 
and  I  therefore  consider  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  allowed 
sneh  a  practice  to  spring  up  and  continue  with  their  approval 
because  they  entirely  disapproved  of  the  decision  in  Manning  y. 
Farqukarmm. 

I  now  oome  to  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Mayor  of 
London  y.  Com,  which  shewed  clearly  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  was  not  enlarged,  so  as  to  have  either  a 
geneial  jurisdiction  or  so  as  to  have  even  a  special  jurisdiction  as 
regards  the  Defendant  in  an  action  who  did  not  plead,  if  anybody 
eke  but  the  Defendant  interfered.  That  deoiaon,  therefore,  so 
&r  destroyed  the  effect  of  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Crompton 
as  to  shew  that  it  was  not  right  to  say  that  the  jurisdiction  was 

(1)  80  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22.  (3)  Law  Rep.  9  C.  P.  416. 

(2)  LawBep.  80.  P.  121.  (4)  Iba  2  H.  L.  239. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  8  G.  P.  107. 
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H.  B.  extended  in  the  case  where  the  Defendant  did  not  plead ;  but  it 
1875  did  not  in  express  terms  overrule  Manning  v.  FarqtAarson  (1), 
Jaoobb  because  it  was  not  necessary  to  do  so.  However,  the  opinion 
^^^  of  the  Judges  being  asked,  that  opinion  was  given  in  a  very 
—  elaborate  form  by  Mr.  Justice  WiUes,  speaking  on  behalf  of  all 
the  learned  Judges;  and  I  must  say  it  does  appear  to  me  to 
express,  although  in  a  very  careful  and  guarded  manner,  dis- 
approval of  the  decision  in  Manning  v.  Farquharson.  The  words 
used  are  these  (2) :  "  The  only  section  "in  the  Act  which  requires 
separate  attention  is  the  15th,  by  which  'no  Defendant  shall  be 
permitted  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  C!ourt  by  any  proceed- 
ing whatsoever,  except  by  plea.'  This  section,  however,  does  not 
preclude  the  application  for  a  prohibition  by  the  garnishee,  who 
throughout  the  custom  and  the  Act,  is  recognised  as  distinct  from 
the  Defendant.  Indeed,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  attentiou 
of  the  Legislature  was  called  to  the  indirect  effect  attributed  " — 
that  word  is  remarkable,  and  would  hardly  have  been  used  if  the 
Judges  had  thought  that  the  effect  was  rightly  attributed — '^  to  that 
section  in  Manning  v.  Farquharaon,  of  taking  away  from  the  Defen- 
dant in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  the  right  of  moving  for  a  prohi- 
bition because  of  want  of  jurisdiction.  If  the  matter  were  res 
nova,  it  might  be  thought  that  the  section  only  took  away  from 
the  Defendant  proceedings  which  he  individually  possessed  the 
right  to  take  as  suitor  or  party  aggrieved,  such  as  arrest  of 
judgment,  error,  or  action,  and  not  prohibition,  to  which  not  only 
he,  but  the  Crown,  or  any  subject,  even  the  Plaintiff,  might  have 
resorted.  It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  criticise  the  opinion  of 
Crompton,  J.,  in  Manning  v.  Farquharsan^  because,  as  explained  by 
that  very  learned  Judge  in  his  judgment  in  this  case  when  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  it  does  not  affect  the  garnishee.'' 

If  I  understand  those  sentences,  they  mean  this,  that  if  the  matter 
were  res  nova  the  Judges'  opinion  would  be  exactly  the  other  way ; 
that  if  the  case  of  Manning  v.  Farquharscm  were  out  of  the  way, 
their  opinion  was  that  the  real  effect  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
was  not  to  take  away  the  right  of  the  Defendant  as  a  suitor  in  the 
Mayor's  Court — an  opinion  which  I  have  already  stated  is  my  own. 
Looking  at  the  case  in  that  way,  it  appears  to  me  I  am  right  in 

(1)  30  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  259. 
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saying  that  the  learned  Jndges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that       M.  B, 
the  judgment  in  Manninff  y.  Farquharsan  (1)  could  not  be  sup-        1875 
ported ;  and  being  fortified  by  that  expression  of  opinion,  I  think  I      Jacobs 
am  at  liberty  to  say  that  I  am  entitled  to  disregard  the  effect  of     bbxtt. 
that  judgment^  and  say  it  is  not  binding  upon  me.  

The  same  remark  would  apply  with  still  greater  force  to  the 
case  of  Baker  ▼.  Clark  (2),  in  which  there  was  merely  an  intima- 
tion by  the  Court  that  the  prohibition  had  better  be  taken  out  in 
the  name  of  a  stranger,  which  was  accordingly  done  the  next  day ; 
and,  SB  I  said  before,  one  of  the  Judges  who  decided  that  case 
has  since  expressed  an  opinion  anything  but  favourable  to  Man- 
ning  y.  Farquha/non. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that,  not  being  bound  by  that  deci- 
sion, the  Mayor^a  Covrt  Procedure  Ad  does  not  prevent  the 
Defendant  from  moving  in  prohibition;  consequently,  that  the 
writ  of  prohibition  has  been  rightly  issued  in  this  case,  and  the 
application  must  be  refused  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Raven  &  Hare. 


COMMINS  V.  SCOTT.  M.  B. 

[1875    C.    87.]  ^^ 

BotU  of  Heal  Estate — Memorandum  of  Agreement — Description  of  Contracting        ^^     ' 

Parties — Statute  of  Frauds, 

An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  did  not  disclose  the  names  of  the 
vendors,  but  it  appeared  therefrom  that  the  vendors  were  a  company  in 
poflseasson  of  the  property  offered  for  sale,  and  that  they  had  carried  on 
operations  thereon :— * 

HeUtf  on  demurrer,  that  the  vendors  were  sufficiently  described  to  satisfy 
the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

JL  HIS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  Thomas  Commins,  WHliam 
PhiUips,  Mary  Margaret  Bussell,  Thomas  Julyan,  William  Yates, 
Nanny  McMeikan,  Hugh  BiddicJc,  Nehemiah  Stevens,  William 
Pearee,  and  the  Bev.  James  Young,  as  Plaintiffs,  against  Bach  Noy 
SeoU  and  Richard  Daniel  Warne,  as  Defendants. 

(1)  80  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  22.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  C.  P.  121. 
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H.  B.  The  bill  contained  allegations  to  the  following  effect : — 

1875  On  the  25th  of  September,  1874,  the  Flainti£b  being,  as  they  had 

0^^^     ever  since  continued  to  be,  possessed  of  certain  clayworks  in  Com- 
0^^ ,     fffdn,  held  under  certain  leases,  setts,  or  grants,  caused  the  same  to 
—        be  put  up  for  sale  by  public  auction,  according  to  certain  printed 
particulars  and  conditions.    No  sale,  however,  then  took  place. 

On  the  26th  of  September  an  interview  took  place  between  Mr. 
William  PhSp,  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  Defendant  Sack 
Nay  Scott,  at  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  Defendants  should 
purchase  the  property  for  £800,  subject  to  the  conditions  of  sale. 
A  memorandum  of  the  agreement  was  written  upon  a  copy  of  the 
conditions  of  sale,  and  was  signed  by  8eoU  on  his  own  behalf 
and  as  agent  for  his  co-Defendant,  and  by  Edioard  ComnUns,  the 
solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs,  as  their  agent  The  memorandum  was 
as  follows  :•— 

''We,  8aek  Nay  Seatt  and  Biehard  D.  Wame,  both  of  fiSf. 
AusteUf  in  the  county  of  Oamwdtt,  do  hereby  acknowledge  that  I 
have  this  day  purchased  the  property  mentioned  in  the  particulars 
hereunto  annexed  marked  (A),  for  the  sum  of  eight  hundred 
pounds,  and  have  paid  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  WUUam  PhUp  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  pounds  as  a  deposit,  and  in  part  payment ; 
And  we  do  hereby  agree  to  pay  the  remaining  sum  of  seven 
hundred  pounds  at  the  office  of  Mr.  Edward  Cammins  at  Bodmin^ 
pursuant  to  the  foregoing  conditions,  which  in  all  respects  we 
hereby  agree  to  fulfil.    Witness  our  hand  the  26th  day  of  Septem- 

Purchase-money  £800    0    0 
Deposit     ...    100    0    0 


ber,  1874. 

"Deposit    .  £100 

0 

0 

"  Contract  .        4 

4 

6 

"  Aoctioneer     12 

0 

0 

£116    4    6 


Bemains  unpaid  £700    0    0 

""S.N.SeoU. 


''  As  agent  for  the  vendors,  I  hereby  confirm  this  sale. 

*'  Edward  Cammins,  Solicitor,  Bodmin.**  ' 

Neither  the  particulars  nor  the  conditions  of  sale  disclosed  the 
names  of  the  vendors.  The  material  portions  of  the  conditions  of 
sale  were  as  follows  : — 

,    "  Conditions  of  an  auction  held  on  the  25th  day  of  September, 
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1874,  at  the  Quern's  Bead  Hotel,  in  8i.  Austdl,  by  Messrs.  PhUp  dt      M.  B. 
Co^  auctioneers,  for  selling  in  one  lot  all  the  interest  of  the  com-        1S75 
pany  of  and  in  the  leases  and  water  grants  under  which  its  opera-     ckwimrg 
tions  within  and  upon  the  WhUbarouffh  Tor,  otherwise  Oazeland      «  ^-^ 
Clay  Works,  situate  in  the  parish  of  8t  Neot,  in  the  said  county,        — 
mentioned  a^d  comprised  in  the  printed  particulars  hereunto 
annexed,   marked  with  the    letter  'A,'  hare  been  carried  on 
(excepting  the  day  now  washed,  and  the  horses,  waggons,  carts, 
and  other  carrying  plant)." 

**  Fourth.  The  purchaser  shall,  immediately  after  the  sale,  pay 
to  Mr.  WiUiam  PhUp,  the  auctioneer  holding  the  sale,  a  deposit 
of  £25  per  centum  on  his  purchase-money,  and  shall  sign  an 
agreement  for  paying  and  shall  pay  the  remainder  of  his  pur- 
ehase-money  to  the  said  Mr.  Edtpard  Commins,  at  his  office  in 
Bodmin,  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  December  next,  between  the 
hours  of  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  and  two  o'clock  in  the  after- 
noon, and  if  the  same  is  not  so  paid,  then  such  purchaser  is  to  pay 
interest  on  his  purchase-money  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  centum  per 
annum  from  the  said  25th  day  of  December  to  the  day  on  which 
the  same  is  actually  paid.  Upon  payment  by  the  purchaser  of 
his  purchase-money  in  manner  aforesaid,  the  purchaser  is  to  be 
entitled  to  possession  of  the  property  purchased  by  him,  or  to  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  as  from  the  said  25th  day  of  December 
next,  down  to  which  time  all  outgoings  are  to  be  paid  by  the 
vendors,  and  such  rents  and  outgoings  shall,  if  necessary,  be  ap- 
portioned between  the  vendors  and  purchaser  for  the  purposes  of 
this  condition;  and  no  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  clay  sett  or  land,  or  to  remove  or  take  away  any  of 
the  property  purchased  hereunder  until  the  whole  of  the  purchase- 
money  shall  have  been  fully  paid  and  satisfied. 

''  Fifth.  If  and  so  long  as  any  property  shall  be  left  in  posses- 
sion of  the  vendors  in  consequence  of  the  full  amount  of  the 
purchase-money  not  having  been  paid  at  the  time  appointed,  or 
from  any  other  cause,  the  purchaser  shall  bear  and  repay  all  costs 
and  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  keeping  possession  of  such  pro- 
perty from  the  day  of  sale  until  the  completion  of  the  purchase 
thereof,  and  shall  take  all  risk  in  relation  to  such  property  in  tbe 
e7ent  of  the  same  or  any  parts  thereof  being  stolen,  destroyed,  or 
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11 B.       damaged,  or  of  any  injury  or  accident  happening  thereto  respec- 

1875        tively,  and  shall  notwithstanding  pay  the  fall  amount  of  his  pur* 

CoionsB     chase-money,  with  all  costs  and  expenses  (if  any),  and  whether  in 

g^^       respect  of  the  keeping  possession  of  the  property  purchased  or 

— -        otherwise,  at  the  time  and  place  hereinbefore  mentioned,  to  the 

vendors,  who  shall  be  entitled,  in  case  of  default  made  in  such 

payment,  to  sue  for  the  same  as  and  for  liquidated  damages,  but 

without  prejudice  to  any  other  condition  or  remedy. 

"  Sixth.  The  leases,  setts,  or  grants  under  which  the  operations 
of  the  said  company  have  been  carried  on  are  respectively : — 
[Then  followed  particulars  of  the  leases.] 

**  Seventh.  The  said  indentures  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  grantors'  titles,  and  the  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  the  said 
company  thereunder  shall  be  precluded  from  requiring  any 
evidence  of  the  grantors',  or  any  title  prior  to  the  said  indentures, 
k  '^  Eighth.  The  interests  of  the  said  company  in  the  said  inden- 
tures is  sold  subject  to  the  rents,  royalties,  dues,  covenants,  and 
conditions  therein  reserved  and  contained  to  the  same  respectively, 
being  duly  paid,  observed,  and  performed  by  the  purchaser,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  such  interest  from  the  said 
25th  day  of  December  next,  during  the  remainder  of  the  terms 
demised  by  such  indentures. 

''Ninth.  No  abstract  of  title  in  respect  of  the  interest  of  the  said 
company  in  the  property  sold  will  be  furnished  to  the  purchaser, 
except  at  his  costs  and  request  in  writing,  addressed  to  the  said 
Mr.  Edward  Commins,  and  left  at  his  office  in  Bodmin  aforesaid, 
within  seven  days  after  notice  shall  have  been  delivered  by  the 
purchaser,  or  his  solicitor,  if  any,  and  all  costs  and  expenses  of  and 
incident  to  the  production,  inspection,  and  examination,  and  of 
making  and  furnishing  abstracts  or  copies  of  or  extracts  from  the 
said  indenture,  or  otherwise  in  relation  thereto,  shall  be  borne  and 
paid  by  the  purchaser,  who  shall  not  be  entitled  to  require  an 
abstract  or  copy  of  or  extract  from  any  deed  or  document  not  in 
the  possession  of  the  vendors." 

^*  Twelfth.  Upon  payment,  as  aforesaid,  of  the  purchase-money 
in  respect  of  the  property,  an  assignment  of  the  int.erest  of  the 
company  therein  to  the  purchaser  will  be  executed,  such  assignment 
to  be  prepared  by  the  said  Mr.  Edward  Commins,  at  the  expense 
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of  the  purchaser,  at  the  following  rate : — ^£5  5s.  for  the  first  £100       M.  B. 
of  his  or  her  purchase-money,  and  £1  Is.  for  every  sacceeding  £100        1875 
or  fractional  part  of  £100,  exclusive  of  stamps  and  parchment,  but     Gomkisb 
such  assignment,  and  every  other  assignment  and  act  (if  any),      g^^ 
which  shall  be  required  by  such  purchaser  for  completing  or  per-        — 
fecting  the  title  or  assignment,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  shall  be 
prepared,  made,  and  done  by  and  at  the  expense  of  such  purchaser 
by  the  said  Mr.  Edward  Ccmmins" 

The  Defendant  Soott  handed  to  PMp  his  cheque  for  £116  4s.  6(2., 
but  this  cheque  was  dishonoured  on  the  2nd  of  October,  1874,  and 
the  Defendants  afterwards  refused  to  complete  the  contract.  The 
billy  which  prayed  for  specific  performance  of  the  agreement^  was 
not  filed  until  the  10th  of  March,  1875,  and  various  matters  were 
stated  in  it  tending  to  account  for  the  delay. 

The  Defendants  demurred. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  case  diould  be  argued  as  if  the  bill  con- 
tained allegations  to  the  efiect  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  a  company 
who  had  carried  on  operations  on  the  property  offered  for  sale,  and 
were  in  possession  thereof. 

Mr.  Marten^  Q.G.  (Mr.  Kekewich  with  him),  for  the  demurrer, 
sobmitted  that  the  agreement  did  not  shew  sufficiently  who  the 
vendors  were,  and  consequently  that  there  could  be  no  decree  for 
specific  performance :  Potter  v.  Duffield  (1). 

Mr.  Chitty^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  Plaintiffs  : — 

First.  The  vendors  are  the  persons  who  employed  Edward 
Oommine  as  their  agent>  and  that  is  a  sufficient  description*  This 
does  not  conflict  with  Potter  v.  Duffield,  which  was  really  de- 
dded  on  the  evidence  and  not  on  the  point  of  law.  The  point 
for  which  we  contend  was  decided  in  Morris  v.  Wilson  (2),  a  case 
which  was  not  dted  in  Potter  v.  Duffield,  and  is  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  laid  down  in  Benjamin  on  Sales  (3),  Trueman  v. 
Loder  (4),  Neufdl  v.  Badford  (5),  and  Colder  v.  DcbeU  (6). 

[The  Masteb  of  thb  Bolls  : — ^There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  a 

(1)  Law  Bep.  18  Eq.  4.  (4)  11  A.  ft  E.  589. 

(2)  5  Jur.  (N.S.)  lea  (5)  Law  Rep.  3  C.  P.  62. 

(3)  1st  Ed.  p.  164.  (6)  Ibid.  6  0.  P.  486. 


16  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  R. 

M.B.      written  contract  is  made  in  this  form,  *^A.  B.  agrees  to  sell 

1875       BlaeJcacre  to  0.  D.  for  £1000,-  then  E.  F.,  the  principal  of  A.  J5., 

CkniMiNs     can  sue  O.  E.,  the  principal  of  C.  D,,  on  that  contract ;  and  Morris 

Scott       ^'  ^^^^  0)  appears  to  have  been  decided  on  that  principle.   But 

in  the  case  supposed  there  is  a  memorandum  of  the  agreement  in 

writing  sufiScient  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds — here  that  is  the 
very  question.  It  seems  to  me  that  on  the  point  which  you  are 
now  arguing  the  present  case  is  undistinguishable  from  Potter  v. 
Duffidd  (2)y  and  I  see  no  reason  to  alter  the  opinion  I  expressed  in 
that  case.] 

Secondly.  It  appears  from  the  conditions  of  sale  that  the  vendors 
are  a  company  who  are  in  possession  of  the  property  ofifered  for 
sale,  and  have  carried  on  operations  there.  That  is  as  good  a 
description  as  '^  proprietor/'  which  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient : 
Sale  V.  Lambert  (3). 

Mr.  Marten,  in  reply,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  conditions  of 
sale. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B.  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  is  there  a  contract  ?  Now,  in  &rder 
that  there  may  be  a  contract,  at  least  two  things  are  necessary, 
namely,  contracting  parties,  and  subject-matter  of  a  contract.  No 
doubt  other  things  are  necessary,  such  as  proper  words  of  contract ; 
but  at  all  events,  those  two  things  there  must  be. 

No  doubt  arises  in  this  case  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract :  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  written  memorandum  of 
agreement  contains  a  sufficient  description  of  the  parties  to  the 
contract  Now  the  Court  ought  to  be  careful  not  to  manufacture 
descriptions,  or  to  be  astute  to  discover  descriptions  which  a  jury 
could  not  identify ;  for,  as  I  understand  it,  at  law  that  would  be  a 
question  for  the  jury. 

Upon  this  memorandum  it  appears,  in  the  first  place,  that  the 
vendors  employed  Edward  Commins  as  their  agent,  and  that  he 
was  their  solicitor,  but  the  conditions  shew  a  great  deal  more  than 
that  They  shew  that  the  vendors  are  in  possession.  That,  I  think, 

(1)  6  Jur.  (N.S.)  168.  (2)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  4. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  1. 
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la  the  fair  inference  from  the  fifth  condition.     They  also  shew  that       M.  B. 
>vhat  is  to  be  sold  are  the  interests  of  a  company  in  property  on       i875 
mrhich  the  company  has  been  carrying  on  operations.     That     ocoacnrs 
appears  from  the  6th,  Tth,  and  8th  conditions.    It  may  be  said         *- 
that  the  vendors  may  be  mortgagees  of  the  company,  who  are  in        — 
possession ;  bat  I  do  i  ot  think  that  is  the  reasonable  and  natural 
inference  from  the  language  of  the  conditions,  and  particularly  the 
language  of  the  9th  and  12th  conditions.    A  mortgagee  would 
furnish  an  abstract,  not  of  the  company's  interest^  but  of  his  own 
title ;  and  what  he  would  convey  would  be,  not  the  interest  of  the 
company,  but  the  property  in  which  the  company  had  an  interest. 

In  my  opinion,  the  only  fair  inference  from  these  conditions  is, 
that  the  vendors  are  a  company  in  possession  of  the  property, 
-who  have  been  carrying  on  operations  there ;  it  is  admitted  that 
the  Flaintifis  are  such  a  company ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  there  is  a  good  contract. 

I  overrule  the  demurrer ;  but  having  regard  to  the  way  in 
which  it  has  been  argued  as  a  question  of  substance  and  not  as  a 
question  of  form,  and  having  regard  also  to  the  nature  of  the 
allegations  which  are  introduced  to  account  for  the  delay,  in  which 
I  observe  a  singular  absence  of  dates^  I  think  the  justice  of  the 
case  will  be  met  by  making  the  costs  costs  in  the  cause. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Chregory,  Bowclifes,  &  Bawle  ;  Messrs.  Coode, 
Kinpdan,  &  Cotton. 


In  re  MORLEY.  M.  R. 

1875 
CcsU — Taxaiion — Cfhaneery  or  Parliamentary  Scale — Tramufaya  Act,  1870  ,^y^ 

(33  <£;  34  Vict.  c.  'tSy—Provin'onal  Order  of  Board  of  Trade,  Apra  17. 

The  costs  of  applications  to  the  Board  of  Trade  for  proyisional  orders  under   ' 
the  Tramways  Ad,  1870,  are  to  be  taxed  on  the  Chancery  and  not  on 
the  Parliamentary  scale. 

Messes.  MOBLET  &  SHIBBEFF  had  been  professionally 
employed  in  an  application  to  the  Board  of  Trade  for  a  provisional 
order  under  the  Tramways  Act,  1870,  for  the  construction  of  a  tram* 
Vou  2X  C  2 
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H.  B.  way  from  Ip&urich  to  FeUmtowe.    The  proviaional  order  was  made, 

1875  and  was,  along  with  other  orders  of  a  like  natnre,  confirmed  by 

^  the  Tramways  Orders  Confirmation  Ad,  1873  (36  &  37  Vict, 

MoRLEY.  c.  cxcvii). 

Upon  the  taxation  of  Messrs,  Morley  dt  Shirreff'a  bills  of  costs 
relating  to  the  application^  the  Taxing  Master  held  that  they 
must  be  taxed  upon  the  Chancery  and  not  upon  the  FarUamentary 
scale.  A  summons  was  taken  out  to  /eview  the  decision,  and 
now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Chitty,  Q^C,  and  Mr.  ChraJuim  Hastings,  for  the  summons, 
contended  that  the  application  to  the  Board  of  Trade  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  Parliamentary  proceeding.  The  action  of  the  Board 
of  Trade  was  a  mere  substitute  for  the  inquiry  before  a  Committee 
of  one  of  the  Houses  of  Parliament  The  order  was  of  no  value 
unless  .it  was  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament;  and  although  the 
bill  to  confirm  the  order  was  brought  in  by  the  Government,  still 
if  any  opposition  was  raised,  the  further  conduct  of  the  proceedings 
was  left  to  the  promoters,  whose  Parliamentary  agents  were  conse- 
quently compelled  to  watch  the  progress  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Bodbwrgh,  Q.C.,  for  the  promoters,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  MJS.  : — 

1  am  of  opinion  that  the  Taxing  Master  has  taken  a  correct 
view  of  the  matter,  and  that  these  are  not  Parliamentary  costs  at 
all.  The  Legislature,  instead  of  allowing  proceedings  to  be  taken 
before  a  Committee  of  either  House,  or  a  joint  Committee  of  both 
Houses  of  Parliament,  decided  that  these  inquiries  might  be  prose- 
cuted more  cheaply  and  more  beneficially  before  a  local  tribunal, 
or  persons  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  matters  locally.  These 
proceedings  are  instituted,  and  the  parties,  instead  of  applying  to 
Parliament,  apply  to  the  Board  of  Trade ;  and  after  making  a  pro- 
per investigation  in  the  locality,  the  Board  of  Trade  makes  a  pro- 
visional order ;  and  then,  if  Parliament  sees  fit,  that  provisional 
order,  generally  with  a  great  many  more,  is  confirmed  by  an  Act  of 
Parliament,  which  is  not  procured  at  all  by  the  applicants  but  by 
the  Board  of  Trade,  that  is,  by  the  Executive  Government  of  the 
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ooantry.  The  result  is  that  there  has  been  an  entire  change  of  M.  B. 
system,  and  all  that  the  applicant  obtains  is  the  provisional  order,  1875 
and  there  is  no  proceeding  in  Parliament  with  which  he  really  has  j^  „ 
anything  to  do  directly.  These,  therefore,  are  not  Parliamentary  Mobley. 
costs;  they  are  simply  costs  of  obtaining  an  order  from  the  Board 
of  Trade,  and  they  must  be  taxed  under  the  ordinary  rules  appli- 
cable to  costs.  I  think,  therefore,  that  these  costs  have  been 
rightly  taxed.  I  may  add  that  I  think  there  is  a  reason  for  this. 
In  former  days,  when  applications  had  to  be  made  to  Parliament, 
great  expenses  were  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  necessity  of 
employing  Parliamentary  agents,  and  so  on ;  but  on  these  local 
inquiries  there  is  no  necessity  for  anything  of  the  kind ;  you  may 
employ  an  ordinary  solicitor,  and  the  notices  may  be  served  in  the 
ordinary  way,  and  no  great  expenditure  is  incurred.  It  is  quite  true, 
under  the  old  system,  more  was  giyen  for  serving  the  local  notices 
and  attending  local  inquiries,  because  it  was  considered  that  the 
mere  remuneration  for  attending  before  the  committee  was  not 
sufficient ;  that  is,  there  was  a  higher  scale  throughout.  But  now, 
when  there  is  no  attendance  before  the  committees,  there  is  no 
excuse  for  the  higher  scale  with  regard  to  the  local  inquiries. 
Therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  the  reason  of  the  thing  agrees  with 
the  literal  view  of  the  subject,  as  to  which  there  can  be  no  dispute, 
namely,  that  these  are  not  Parliamentary  costs  at  all,  and  there- 
fore I  refuse  this  application  with  costs. 

Solidtoxs :  Messrs.  Morley  dt  Shirreff;  Messrs.  Scott,  JamuUn, 
&Co. 
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M.  B.  iLEES  V.  COULTON. 

1875  [1873    L.    63.] 


^^11'  LEES  V.  GLUTTON. 

[1876    L.    18.] 

Partition  Suit — Immediate  Decree  for  Sale — Parties  declared  Trustees — Interests 
of  Unborn  Ihsue^Ibrm  of  DedaraJtion-^Trustee  Act,  1850  (13  A  14  Vidt, 
c  60>»  «.  ^Xy-PaHitUm  Act,  1868  (31  cfe  32  Vict.  c.  40),  s.  7. 

Where  real  estate  was  held  by  a  complicated  title  under  which  the  parties 
interested  were  very  numerous  and  imbom  issue  might  .become  entitled 
to  legal  estates : — 

Eeld^  that  all  persons  in  existence  who  were  interested  in  the  estate  being 
parties  to  a  suit  for  partition,  and  the  title  beiug  proved  at  the  hearing,  an 
immediate  decree  for  sale  might  be  made  without  any  preliminary  inquiry ; 
that  a  declaration  might  be  made  that  the  parties  to  the  suit  were,  and  that 
unborn  issue  upon  coming  into  existence  would  be,  trustees  of  their  shares 
and  interests  within  the  meaning  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850 ;  but  that  the 
appointment  of  a  new  trustee,  aud  consequent  vesting  order,  ought  to  be  the 
subject  of  a  subsequent  application,  and  ought  not  to  be  made  by  the  decree. 

Joseph  lees  (who  died  in  1826)  and  his  brother  James  Lees 
(who  died  in  1828)  were  the  purchasers  of  divers  estates  of  very 
great  yalue  in  the  counties  of  Lancaster  and  York^  and  these 
estates  were  conveyed  to  them  as  tenants  in  common.  Joseph  Lees 
by  his  will  settled  his  shares  of  these  estates,  and  under  the  limi- 
tations of  that  will  unborn  issue  might  become  entitled  to  legal 
estates  therein. 

The  persons  now  interested  in  the  estates  were  very  numerous, 
and  their  titles  very  complicated.  In  1873  the  suit  of  Lees  v. 
CouUon  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  decree  for 
sale  under  the  Partiiion  Act,  1868.  By  a  decree  made  on  the  30th 
of  March,  1874,  it  was  declared  thiKt,  subject  to  the  interests  of 
unborn  issue,  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  in  the  suit  were  entitled 
to  the  hereditaments  which  was  the  subject  thereof ;  and  it  was 
ordered  that  such  hereditaments  should  be  sold. 

After  this  decree  had  been  made,  and  before  it  was  acted  upon,  it 
was  discovered  that  other  persons  than  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants 
were  interested  in  the  property,  and  the  suit  of  Lees  v.  Cluiton 
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was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  obtainiDg  the  necessary  variation 
in  ,the  decree,  and  bringing  all  parties  now  ascertained  to  be 
interested  before  the  Court.  A  petition  for  rehearing  Jj&es  y. 
CbttZAm  was  presented,  and  came  on  at  the  same  time  with  hees  y. 
CluUan. 

Mr.  WdUerj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bunting,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  said  that 
all  parties  interested  were  now  before  the  Court|  and  the  title 
pioyed  by  affidavit,  and  asked  that  an  immediate  decree  for  sale 
might  be  made  in  both  suits  without  any  preliminary  inquiry  as  to 
parties ;  that  under  the  7th  section  of  the  Pariiiion  Act,  1868,  and 
the  30th  section  of  the  Trtutee  Act,  1850,  it  might  be  declared  that 
the  parties  to  the  suit  were,  and  that  unborn  issue  upon  coming 
into  existence  would  be,  trustees  of  their  respective  interests 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Trustee  Acts;  and  that  a  new  trustee 
might  be  appointed  in  their  place  and  a  vesting  order  made ;  citing 
Shepherd  v.  Churchill  (1). 

Mr.  Hamilton  Humphreys,  Mr.  Vaughan  Hawkins,  and  Mr.  Bards^ 
mB,  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  said  that  as  the  title  had  been  proved 
at  great  expense,  an  immediate  decree  for  sale  would  be  made ; 
and  that  there  would  be  a  declaration  that  the  parties  to  the  suit 
were,  and  that  unborn  issue  upon  coming  into  existence  would  be, 
trustees  of  their  respective  interests ;  but  that,  as  they  could  only 
be  constituted  trustees  by  the  order,  it  seemed  to  him  to  be 
going  too  far  to  appoint  a  new  trustee  in  their  place  at  once ;  and 
that  it  would  be  better  to  make  an  application  for  that  purpose 
after  the  order  was  drawn  up. 


li.B. 

1875 


GOULTON. 

LSBS 
V. 


April  17.  The  minutes  as  prepared  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs 
contained  a  declaration  in  the  following  form : — 

**  Declare  that  the  several  parties  to  this  cause  are  trostees  withia  the  meaning 
of  the  Tnuiee  Ad^  1850,  of  their  respective  shares  and  interests  in  the  several 
estates  hereby  directed  to  be  sold,  and  that  the  interests  in  sach  several  estates  of 


(1)  26  Beav.  21. 
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V. 

Gon/rcnr. 
Lns 

V. 

CSluiton. 


U.  R.  all  unborn  persons  who  might  claim  under  the  will  of  Ja^ieph,  Lees,  the  feither,  in 
1875  ^^  ^^'^  ^^^  named,  are  the  interests  of  persons  who»  upon  ooming  into  existence, 
will  be  trustees  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Act." 

The  Begistrar  took  the  objection  that  the  declaration  ought  to 
run  that  the  parties  and  unborn  issue  would  be  trustees  upon 
the  sale  or  after  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money :  8don  on 
Decrees  (1). 

The  causes  were  now  spoken  to  on  this  point. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  made  the  declaration  in  the  above 
terms. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Johnson  &  WecUheraUs;  Messrs.  Fearon  dk  Co. ; 
Messrs.  Learoyd  dk  Learoyd  ;  Messrs.  Binrton,  Teales,  &  Hart. 


M.  R.  MOTT  V.  SHOOLBBED. 

J^  [1871    M.    43.] 

^^     '     '  Nuisance — Injunction — Improper  User  of  Public  Street^Suii  hy  Reversioner — 

Bighi  to  sue. 

Where  a  puhlic'sti-eet  was  improperly  used  as  a  stahle-yard : — 
Eeld,  that  the  nuisance  to  the  neighhouring  houses  was  not  so  permanent 
as  to  entitle  a  reversioner  to  an  injunction, 

JLHE  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  two  houses,  Nos.  5  and  6,  Uni' 
versity  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  for  the  unexpired 
residue  of  a  term  of  ninety-one  years  from  Lady  Day,  1812.  He 
had  demised  No.  5  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  29th 
of  September,  1870,  determinable  at  the  option  of  lessor  or  lessee 
at  the  expiration  of  the  seventh  or  fourteenth  year ;  and  he  had 
demised  No.  6  for  a  term  of  seven  years  from  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1870.  The  houses  were  in  the  occupation  of  the  tenants 
under  these  demises. 

The  Defendants  were  the  members  of  the  firm  of  James  Shod- 
bred  &  Co.,  carrying  on  an  extensive  business  as  drapers,  hosiers, 
silk  mercers,  carpet  warehousemen,  and  upholsterers,  at  premises 

(1)  Pages  799,  801 ;  Forms  27,  32. 
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in  Tottenham  Court  Road  and  Chafton  Street,  and  near  University      M.  B. 
Street.    They  had  recently  acquired  and  pulled  down  five  houses,       1875 
Nob.  35  to  39,  University  Street,  immediately  opposite  the  Plain-       motp 
tiflTs  houses,  and  had  erected  on  the  site  a  pile  of  new  buildings    SHoJJ*B«jn 

Tery  considerably  higher  than  the  old  houses.     These  new  build-       

ings  were  intended  to  be  used  for  warehousing  and  selling  house- 
hold furniture,  which  was  to  be  carried  into  and  out  of  the  building 
by  an  entrance  opposite  the  Plaintiff's  houses. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  Defendants'  carts  and  vans,  which  were 
very  numerous  and  of  great  size,  were  kept  constantly  standing  in 
University  Street,  opposite  the  Plaintiff's  houses,  so  as  to  block  up 
the  street  and,  in  fact,  convert  it  into  a  stable-yard  in  connection 
with  the  new  buildings,  and  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  tenants  and  occupiers  of  his  houses.  It  also  alleged  that 
the  new  buildings  obstructed  the  access  of  light  to  the  windows 
of  the  Plaintifi^s  houses ;  and  it  prayed  for  injunctions  to  restrain 
such  nuisance  and  obstruction  of  light 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard.  This  report  is  confined  to 
the  question  of  the  nuisance  alleged  to  be  caused  by  the  Defen- 
dants' use  of  University  Street. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fidd,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  Defendants  are  using  the  street  in  an 
unlawful  and  unreasonable  manner :  Benjamin  v.  Storr  (1).  The 
Plaintiff's  property  is  deteriorated  in  value,  and  the  nuisance  is 
likely  to  be  permanent ;  consequently  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
sue  in  respect  of  the  damage  to  his  reversion :  KidgiU  v.  Moor  (2) ; 
Bell  V.  Midland  Railway  Company  (3).  In  Clowes  v.  Staffordshire 
Potteries  Waterworks  Company  (4),  the  Defendants  had  constructed 
a  reservoir,  from  which  muddy  water  was  discharged  into  a  stream 
on  the  banks  of  which  some  dye-works  had  been  erected.  The  works 
were  let,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  the  reversioner;  and  the  Court 
held  that  he  was  entitled  to  an  injunction,  the  reservoir  being  a 
permanent  work  used  in  a  way  to  create  a  nuisance.  Here  there 
is  a  permanent  building,  intended  to  be  permanently  used  as  a 
furniture  warehouse ;  it  is  now  used  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  C.  P.  400.  (3)  10  0.  B.  (N.S.)  287. 

(2)  9,0.  B.  364.  (4)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  126. 
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H.  B.       Plaintiff:  there  exist  therefore  all  the  elements  which  existed  in 

1875        Clowes  Y.  Staffordshire  Potteries  Waterworks  Company  (1).    The 

^017       result  of  the  continuance  of  the  nuisance  will  clearly  be  to  depre- 

Sboolbbkd    ^^**®  ^®  value  of  the  property  and  drive  away  tenants;  that  is  an 

—        injury  which  the  law  recognises :  Jesser  v.  Qifford  (2).    It  is  quite 

clear  that  a  reversioner  may  sue  in  respect  of  an  obstruction  of 

light :  why  may  he  not  sue  in  respect  of  such  a  nuisance  as  i» 

now  complained  of? 

Mr.  Benjamin^  Q*C.,  Mr.  Speed,  and  Mr.  Oppenheim,  for  the 
DefendantSi  were  not  called  upon  as  to  this  point. 

Sib  6.  Jessel,  M.B.,  said  that  if  the  tenants  of  the  houses 
were  now  complaining  there  could  be  no  answer  to  the  case ;  but 
he  was  of  opinion  that  the  injury  was  not  of  such  a  permanent 
character  as  to  entitle  a  reversioner  to  sue.  The  case  was  totally 
different  from  one  in  which  obstruction  of  light  was  complained 
of ;  for  in  such  cases  there  was  an  injury  to  the  rights  which  might 
be  lost  if  the  reversioner  were  not  able  to  institute  proceedings. 
Here  what  was  complained  of  was  a  nuisance  in  a  public  street^ 
which  no  length  of  time  could  legalise.  The  cases  of  Mumford 
V.  Oxford^  Worcester^  and  Wolverhampton  BaUway  Company  (3) 
and  Simpson  v.  Savage  (4)  shewed  that^  to  entitle  a  reversioner  to 
maintain  an  action,  the  injury  must  be  necessarily  of  a  permanent 
character,  and  that  a  presumed  intention  to  continue  the  nuisance 
was  not  sufficient,  even  where  there  was  evidence  that  the 
premises  would  sell  for  less  if  the  nuisance  were  continued.  Na 
relief  could,  therefore,  be  given  in  respect  of  the  nuisance  caused 
by  the  Defendants'  use  of  University  Street.  As  to  the  obstruction 
of  light  there  would  be  an  inquiry  as  to  damages.  The  Defen* 
dants  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  except  such  costs  as  related 
to  the  claim  in  respect  of  nuisance;  which  must  be  borne  by  the 
Plaintiff. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.*  Field,  Boseoe,  d  Co. ;  Messrs.  WHd,  Barber^ 
dt  Browne* 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  126.  (3)  1  H.  &  N.  34;  25  L.  J.  (Ex.)  265. 

(2)  4  Burr.  2141.  (4)  1  a  B.  (N.S.)  847 ;  26  L.  J.  (O.P.)  50. 
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EOBINSON  V.  ASHTON.  M.  B. 

[1873    R.    IIOJ  •:  1875 

ASHTON  V.  EOBINSON.  ^^lll^' 

[1873    A.    90.] 
Tarinenkip'^ProJUs — Capitcd — Assets — Bise  in  Value  of  Mill  andjixed  Plant 

On  the  formation  of  a  partnership  it  was  agreed  that  the  business  should  be 
carried  on  at  a  mill  belonging  to  i?.,  one  of  the  partners ;  and  B.  was  credited 
in  the  books  of  the  partnership  with  the  value  of  the  mill.  From  time  to 
time  snms  were  expended  in  making  additions  to  and  improvements  in  the 
mill ;  and  in  the  yearly  balancensheets  the  mill  was  entered  at  the  original 
valaey  increased  by  the  amomit  so  expended,  but  less  a  certain  amount  for 
depredation ;  and  the  partners  were  allowed  interest  on  the  sums  from  time  to 
time  standing  to  their  capital  accounts : — 

HMf  that  in  the  absence  of  any  special  agreement  the  mill  was  an  asset 
of  the  partnership,  and  that  on  a  sale  of  the  business,  under  which  the  pur- 
chase-money of  the  mill  was  largely  in  excess  of  its  value  in  the  books,  the 
difference  was  profit  divisible  in  the  proportions  in  which  the  profits  of  the 
buflinefle  were  divisible  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

JL  HESE  were  two  suits  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
the  afEairs  of  a  partnership  which  formerly  subsisted  between 
Mm  Bobinsan  and  John  A$klon. 

In  1861,  John  Robinson,  his  son  William  Sayne  Bohinson,  and 
John  Ashton,  entered  into  partnership  for  seven  years  as  cotton 
spinners.  The  terms  of  the  partnership  were  not  reduced  to 
writing. 

Previously  to  the  commencement  of  this  partnership  John 
BobinBon  was  the  owner  (subject  to  a  mortgage  for  £10,000)  of  a 
cotton  mill  at  Oldham  and  fixed  plant  and  machioery;  and  it 
was  agreed  that  the  partnership  business  should*  be  carried  on  at 
this  milL  A  valuation  of  the  mill  and  fixed  plant  and  machinery 
was  made,  and  the  value  thereof  (less  the  mortgage  debt)  ascer- 
tained to  be  £24,000 ;  and  this  amount  was  entered  in  the  books  of 
the  partnership  as  the  capital  of  John  Bdbinson.  W.  H.  Bobinson 
brought  in  no  capital;  Ashion  brought  in  £2500  cash  as  his 
capital 

John  Bdbinaon  took  one-half  of  the  profits,  and  W.  H.  Bobinson 
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ASBTON 

V. 

BOBINSON. 


and  Askton  each  one-fourth,  and  in  the  accounts  any  undrawn 
profits  were  carried  to  the  capital  account  of  the  partner  to  whom 
they  belonged,  and  interest  was  allowed  on  the  capital  standing  to 
such  account. 

During  this  partnership  the  mill  was  enlarged  and  improyed, 
and  t)ther  lands  were  acquired  and  new  buildings  erected  at  very 
considerable  expense,  all  of  which  was  borne  by  the  partnership 
and  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  business. 

This  partnership  came  to  an  end  on  the  31st  of  December,  1867, 
and  thereupon  a  second  partnership,  being  a  partnership  at  will, 
was  entered  into  by  /.  Bohinsony  W.  K  Bdbinson^  and  Askton. 
The  capital  appearing  to  the  credit  of  each  partner  at  the  termi- 
nation of  the  first  partnership  became  his  capital  in  the  second 
partnership,  and,  along  with  the  undrawn  profits,  bore  interest  as 
before.  The  profits  were  divided  between  the  partners  equally. 
The  terms  of  this  partnership  were  never  reduced  to  writing. 

The  second  partnership  continued  down  to  the  2nd  of  March, 
1871,  when  W.  H.  Bobinsan  died,  having  by  his  will  appointed 
J.  Bobinsan  sole  executor,  and  made  him  sole  devisee  and  legatee 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate. 

Upon  the  death  of  W.  K  Bchinson  it  was  verbally  agreed 
between  /.  Bobinson  and  Askton  that  the  business  should  be 
carried  on  till  the  1st  of  January,  1872,  upon  the  terms  of  the 
second  partnership,  /.  Bobinson  taking  his  son's  place  and  share  of 
capital  and  profits,  and  that  from  the  1st  of  January,  1872, 
Bchinson  and  Askton  should  share  the  profits  equally.  This 
agreement  was  carried  into  effect,  and  the  sums  standing  to  the 
credit  of  J.  Bobinson  and  Askton  respectively  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1872,  were  carried  to  their  capital  accounts  in  the  third 
partnership,  and,  along  with  any  undrawn  profits,  bore  interest  as 
before.  The  terms  of  this  partnership  were  never  reduced  to 
writing. 

Throughout  the  three  partnerships  B6bin8on*s  capital  was  much 
lai^r  than  Askton's. 

In  1873  the  mill,  plant,  and  machinery,  and  the  goodwill  of  the 
business,  were  sold  by  Bobinson  and  Askton  to  a  limited  company. 
By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  for  sale  (in  which  Bobinson  and 
Aiskton  were  both  described  as  vendors),  separate  prioes  were  fixed 
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for  the  mill  and  fixed  plant,  and  for  the  moveable  plant  and 
goodwill,  viz.,  £57,052  for  the  former,  and  £48,744  12«.  for  the 
latter. 

The  main  question  in  the  suits  (which  now  came  on  to  be  heard 
together)  was,  whether  Ashton  was  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  profit 
which  had  arisen  from  the  sale  of  the  mill  and  fixed  plant. 

Thronghout  the  three  partnerships  the  mill  and  fixed  plant 
were  entered  in  the  books  at  the  original  value  of  £24,000, 
increased  from  time  to  time  by  the  sums  expended  in  repairs  and 
improvements,  but  less  a  certain  sum  each  year  in  respect  of 
depreciation.  No  valuation  of  the  property  was  made  between 
1861  and  the  sale,  and  under  the  date  the  1st  of  January,  1872, 
the  [mill  and  fixed  plant  were  entered  in  the  books  of  the  tiiird 
partnership  at  the  value  arrived  at  in  manner  just  mentioned, 
which  was  much  less  than  the  selling  price. 

Mr.  CoUan^  Q.C.,  Mr.  Marten,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  F.  Bcbinsan,  for 
J.  Bobinson: — 

We  submit  that  Ashton  was  only  entitled  to  share  in  the  working 
profits  made  while  the  partnership  was  a  going  concern,  and  that 
he  had  no  interest  in  the  mill  and  fixed  plant,  which  could  not 
be  sold  without  winding  up  the  business.  The  sum  of  £24,000 
entered  in  the  books  as  Bobinson's  original  capital  was  fixed  upon 
in  order  to  determine  what  rent  should  be  paid  by  the  partnership 
for  the  mill  and  fixed  plant,  which  were  never  intended  to  become 
partnership  property ;  and  the  rent  so  fixed  was  paid  by  the 
allowance  of  interest  to  Bdbinson  in  the  partnership  books.  At 
the  death  of  W.  H.  Bobinson,  in  1871,  the  value  of  the  mill  and 
fixed  plant  had  materially  increased,  and,  as  representing  his  son, 
J.  Mcbinaon  would  have  been  entitled  to  one-third  share  of  such 
increased  value  if  Askton's  contention  be  correct ;  but  no  fresh 
valuation  of  the  property  was  made,  and  consequently  that  share 
will  bo  lost  to  J.  Bobinson  if  Ashion  succeeds.  In  the  absence  of 
writing  that  is  a  strong  circumstance  to  shew  the  intention  of  the 
parties;  and  our  contention  is  supported  by  the  circumstance 
that  when  the  property  came  to  be  sold,  separate  prices  were  put 
on  the  mill  and  fixed  plant,  and  on  the  moveable  plant  and  good- 
will. 
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H.  B.         Mr.  Frj/y  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  Semmingj  for  ABkton^  were  not  called 
1875       upon. 

BoBmflON 

«.  Mr.  W.  B.  Heaih,  for  third  parties. 

Abbtoh. 

^,  Sib  6.  Jessel,  M.B.|  said  that  in  the  absence  of  special  agree- 

BoBiKBON.  ment  the  rise  or  fall  in  value  of  fixed  plant  or  real  estate 
belonging  to  a  partnership  was  as  much  profit  or  loss  of  the  part- 
nership as  anything  else.  K  a  man  said  ''I  bring  in  no  money 
capital — I  have  not  got  money,  but  here  is  a  mill  and  machinery 
worth  £20,000  which  I  bring  in/'  and  he  was  credited  in  the  books 
with  £20,000 — then  the  mill  and  machinery  became  partnership 
property  just  as  much  as  if  the  partner  had  brought  in  money,  and 
the  partnership  had  with  that  money  bought  the  mill  and  mar 
chinery.  It  was  suggested  that  the  mill  and  machinery  were 
Bobin8(m\  and  that  the  partnership  had  only  paid  rent  for  them ; 
but  tenants  did  not  generally  lay  out  money  on  their  landlords* 
property,  especially  under  circumstances  such  as  those  of  the  pre- 
sent case.  There  must  be  a  declaration  that  Ashton  was  entitled 
to  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  after  payment  thereout  of  the 
debts  of  the  partnership  and  the  capital  appearing  by  the  books 
to  be  due  to  each  partner. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Qregory^  Bowdiffes^  &  Bawle,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Aseroft  &  Sons,  Oldham  ;  Messrs.  Chester ,  Urquhart,  dt  Co., 
agents  for  Mr.  John  Ponsonby,  Oldham ;  Messrs.  Phelps  iStSidg- 
wick. 
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MIDDLETON  v.  POLLOCK.  M.  R. 

[1873    M.    204.]  J^ 

Ex  parte  NUGEK 

Equitable  Setoff — Ddtts  **En  autre  Droit** — Debts  due  to  and  from  Executor 
and  Besiduary  Legatee^Assignment  after  Decree. 

H,  and  C  were  execatora  of  a  will  and  tnutees.  of  the  rendoary  real  and 
personal  estate  of  a  testator  who  died  in  1859.  N,  and  F,  were  tenants  for 
life  of  the  residuary  estate  in  equal  shares.  In  January,  1873,  C,  was  re- 
siding abroad,  and  N.,  being  about  also  to  go  abroad,  gave  to  P,  (the  solicitor 
of  the  executors  and  trustees)  an  authority  on  behalf  of  both  trustees  to 
receive  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  and  pay  the  outgoings.  Under  this  au- 
thority P.  received  the  rents ;  and  at  his  death  a  considerable  sum  was  due 
from  him  in  respect  thereof 

P,*8  estate  proved  insolvent,  and  the  usual  creditor's  decree  was  made  for 
administration.  Subsequently  to  the  decree  F,  assigned  to  N.  all  F.*8  in- 
terest in  the  sum  due  from  P. 

N.  was  indebted  to  A  and  B,  as  trustees  for  P.  in  a  sum  the  repayment 
of  which  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  real  estate  belonging  to  N, :  and  this 
sum  was  paid  into  Court  in  the  suit  to  a  separate  account,  under  an  order 
made  without  prejudice  to  any  question  as  to  set-off.  N,  afterwards  pre- 
sented a  Petition  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  set  off  the  debt  due  from  P. 
against  the  mortgage  debt^  and  seeking  to  have  the  amount  of  the  debt  due 
from  P.  paid  out  of  the  fund  standing  to  the  separate  account : — 

Heldf  that  as  regards  FJs  interest  there  could  be  no  set-off,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  not  assigned  to  N.  until  after  the  decree : 

J?e2d,  also,  that  the  debt  due  from  P.  being  either  due  to  both  trustees  and 
executors,  or  if  due  to  ^.  alone,  due  to  him  in  his  character  of  trustee  and 
executor,  could  not  be  set  off  against  a  debt  due  from  him  individually. 

Dicta  in  Cochrane  y.  Oreen  (1)  disapproved  of. 

UNDEB  the  will  and  codicils  of  Mr.  Franeis  James  Nugee  (who 
died  in  1859)|  the  Bey.  Qeorge  Nugee  and  Mr.  Thomas  Palmer 
Chapman  were  tmstees  of  the  testator's  residuary  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  which  was  yery  large,  and  produced  an  income  of  about 
£4700 ;  and  they  were  also  the  executors  of  the  testator.  The 
Bey.  Qeorge  Nugee  and  Mrs.  Field  were  entitled  to  the  income 
of  the  estate  in  equal  moieties ;  and  Mrs.  Fidd  was  entitled  to 
her  share  for  her  separate  use. 

In  the  beginning  of  1873  Mr.  Chapman  was  abroad^  and  Mr. 

(1)  9  0.  B.  (N.S.)  448 ;  30  L.  J.  (C.P.)  97. 
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M.  R.      George  Nugee  was  aboiit  to  go  abroad.  Under  these  circumstances, 
1875        on  the  15th  of  January,  1873,  Mr.  G.  Nugee  wrote  to  Mr.  A.  A. 
Mi^^os   Pollock  (who  was  the  solicitor  of  the  trustees)  a  letter  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms : — 

''As  my  co-executor,  Mr.  Chapman^  is  now  abroad,  and  cannot 
sign  the  estate's  cheques,  I  think  it  would  be  well  for  you,  pending 
his  return  or  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee,  to  meet  the  wants 
of  the  estate,  the  division  of  income,  &c,  with  your  cheques,  so 
applying  the  moneys  of  the  estate  as  they  accrue  from  the  rents, 
&c.    I  hereby  give  you  my  authority  so  to  act  on  our  behalf." 

Under  this  authority  Mr.  PoUock  received  all  income  and  paid 
all  outgoings  in  respect  of  the  real  estate  from  the  15th  of  January, 
1873,  until  his  death  on  the  10th  of  August,  1873 ;  and  he  from 
time  to  time  made  payments  of  the  surplus  income  to  Mr.  G. 
Nugee  and  Mrs.  FidcL  At  the  time  of  PoBocVs  death  £2111  159. 6d. 
was  due  from  him  in  respect  of  surplus  income  received  by  him 
but  not  paid  over  to  the  parties  entitled. 

Mr.  PoUoek's  estate  proved  insolvent,  and  the  present  suit  was 
instituted  on  behalf  of  all  his  creditors  for  administration*  On 
the  17th  of  September,  1873,  the  usual  administration  decree  was 
made. 

Mr.  O,  Nugee  was  at  the  death  of  A.  A.  PoUocJe  indebted  ^to 
Messrs.  Evans  and  Charles  Pollock  in  two  sums,  which  with  subse- 
quent interest  amounted  to  £4931  16^.  lOel.,  and  the  repayment 
of  which  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  and  deed  of  further  charge. 
Messrs.  Evans  and  Charles  Pollock  were  trustees  of  the  debt  and 
securities  for  A.  A.  Pollock,  who  had  advanced  the  money,  the  re- 
payment of  which  was  so  secured.  Under  an  order  made  in  this 
suit  on  the  31st  of  July,  1874,  without  prejudice  to  Mr.  Nugeda 
right  to  raise  any  question  of  set-off,  Mr.  (7.  Nugee  paid  the  sum 
of  £4931  168.  into  Court,  to  a  separate  account. 

On  the  24th  of  July,  1874,  Mrs.  Field,  for  valuable  consider- 
ation, assigned  to  Mr.  Q.  Nugee  aU  her  interest  in  the  said  sum 
of  £2111  15s.  6(2.  due  from  PoOocVs  estate. 

Mr.  Q.  Nugee  now  presented  a  Petition  claiming  to  be  entitled 
to  set  off  the  said  sum  of  £2111  158.  Qd.  due  from  Pollock,  together 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  death  of  PoOock,  against  the  debt 
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of  £4931  168.  due  by  Mr.  O.  Nuffee,  and  praying  that  the  said 
sum  of  £2111  Ids.  6d.  with  interest,  might  be  paid  to  him  ont  of 
the  fund  standing  to  the  separate  account. 

Mr.  O.  Nuffee  and  his  co-trustee  made  an  affidavit  stating  that 
as  trustees  they  had  not,  nor  had  either  of  them,  any  daun  or 
interest  to  or  in  the  said  sum  of  £2111  158.  6d.  or  the  interest 
thereon ;  and  that  the  said  sum  belonged  to  Mr.  Q.  Nugee  and  to 
Mrs.  Field  and  her  assigns  absolutely. 

Mr.  Chitty^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ince,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

The  law  on  the  subject  of  set-off  is  laid  down  in  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence  (1)  as  follows :  "  Where  there  are  cross  demands 
between  the  parties  of  such  a  nature  that  if  both  were  recoverable 
at  law  they  would  be  the  subject  of  a  set-off,  then  and  in  such  a 
case,  if  either  of  the  demands  be^  a  matter  of  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion, the  set-off  will  be  enforced  in  equity.  As,  for  example,  if  a 
legal  debt  is  due  to  the  Defendant  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  the 
Plaintiff  is  the  assignee  of  a  legal  debt  due  to  a  third  person  from 
the  ^Plaintiff,  which  has  been  duly  assigned  to  himself,  a  Court  of 
Equity  will  set  off  the  one  against  the  other,  if  both  debts  could 
properly  be  the  subject  of  a  set-off  at  law."  The  present  case 
clearly  falls  within  the  law  as  thus  laid  down. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — ^Mrs.  Fidd  did  not  assign  her 
interest  in  the  debt  until  after  the  decree,  and  consequently  the 
claim  must  fail  to  the  extent  of  that  interest.] 

At  all  events,  it  is  good  to  the  extent  to  which  the  debt  was 
due  at  PoUoek's  death  to  Mr.  Nttgee  in  his  own  right  The  proposi- 
tion in  Story  is  borne  out  by  Clark  y.  Cort  (2) ;  Jones  y.  JUossop  (3) ; 
Cochrane  v.  Oreen  (4) ;  Bailey  v.  Fineh  (5).  It  has  been  held  at 
law  that  a  Defendant  might  set  off  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the 
eestui  que  trust  of  the  Plaintiff :  Bottomley  v.  Brooke  (6) ;  but  per- 
haps the  decision  cannot  now  be  relied  on :  Tueker  v.  Tueker  (7) ; 
lAery  v.  Bowden  (8).    In  all  cases  of  set-off  the  equitable  title  is 
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looked  at ;  here  the  Petitioner's  title  is  clearly  established,  the 
trustees  having  disclaimed  all  interest ;  and  efiTect  onght  to 
be  given  to  the  set-off  so  as  to  avoid  drcoity  of  action.  In 
Freeman  v.  Lomaa  (1)  a  daim  of  set-off  by  an  executor  and  re- 
siduary legatee  against  the  administrator  of  a  deceased  legatee  of 
whom  he  was  creditor  was  disallowed ;  but  there  the  creditors 
were  not  parties  to  the  prooeedingSy  and  could  not  have  been 
bound :  whereas  this  is  a  creditor's  suit.  Bomfidi  v.  Loywford  (2) 
also  supports  our  case. 

[They  also  cited  Mwitagvs  on  Set-off  (3) ;  Evani  Pathier  on 
Obligations  (4).] 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Romer,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

"'  The  cases  of  Whyte  v.  O'Brien  (5)  and  Baw»an  v.  Samud  (6) 
are  conclusive  against  this  claim ;  and  there  is  not  the  slightest 
authority  in  favour  of  it  except  the  dicta  of  Erie,  C.J.,  and  WU^ 
liams,  J.,  in  Cochrane  v.  Oreen  (7),  and  these  were  founded  on  a 
misconception  of  dark  v.  Cort  (8). 

Mr.  W.  Barber,  for  the  Defendant. 

Mr.  ChiUy,  in  reply. 


Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.E.  : — 

''  In  my  opinion  this  Petition  fails.  The  case  made  by  the  Peti- 
tioner is  a  very  singular  one.  The  Petitioner  is  one  of  two 
trustees  of  the  will  of  a  testator  who  died  a  great  many  years  ago. 
The  accounts  of  the  estate  have  never  been  taken  in  the  sense  of 
being  taken  under  the  direction  of  a  Court  of  Eqnity.  Under 
the  will  the  Petitioner  and  a  Mrs.  Fidd  were  tenants  for  life  of 
the  residue.  The  Petitioner  and  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of 
Chapman  were  trustees  of  the  residue,  which  consisted  both  of  real 
and  personal  estate.  The  trustees  of  the  will  employed  Mr.  Pdlock 
as  their  solicitor  to  manage  the  trust  matters ;  he  was  the  solicitor 
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of  the  trust.  Que  of  the  trustees  went  abroad ;  the  other  was  H.  B. 
going  abroad ;  and  being  about  to  go  abroad  he  wrote  to  the  soli*  i875 
citor  a  letter  in  these  terms : — [His  Honour  read  it.]    Under  that  unil^ll^oai 

authority  Mr.  FoOoek  receiyed  the  rents  of  the  real  estate,  and    ^  ^ 

after  making  some  deductions  he  seems  to  have  divided  the  residue       — 
between  the  two  tenants  for  life.  Ki»n. 

The  first  question  I  have  to  decide  is,  what  was  the  position  of 
Mr.  PcHoek  as  regards  Mr.  Nugee  1  I  think  that  Mr.  PoUodk  ao-* 
oepted  the  appointment  from  Mr.  Nugee  on  behalf  of  both  trustees ; 
fcnr  though  he  only  got  the  authority  of  one,  the  authority  was  to 
acf  on  our  behalf  ;**  and  I  dare  say  Mr.  ^i<^e0 had  the  assentof  his 
co^trustee ;  but  whether  he  received  the  rents  on  behalf  of  both 
trustees,  or  whether  he  received  them  as  agent  of  Mr.  Nugee  only, 
knowing  he  was  one  of  two  trustees,  does  not  appear  to  me  very 
material.  However  you  treat  the  demand  of  Mr.  Nugee,  it  is  the 
demand  of  a  trustee  and  executor  against  the  solicitor  of  the 
trustees  and  executors^  and  it  is  not  a  demand  of  Mr.  Nugee  in 
his  own  right,  as  being  beneficial  owner  of  half  the  residue  of  the 
income  after  paying  the  expenses,  whatever  they  may  be.  Besides 
this,  on  the  face  of  the  letter  Mr.  Nugee  is  executor;  and  it  is  not 
merely,  therefore,  the  case  of  a  trustee's  demand,  but  the  case  of 
an  executor's  demand.  Whether,  therefore,  you  treat  it  as  the 
demand  of  an  executor  and  trustee,  or  whether  you  treat  it  as  the 
demand  of  a  trustee,  it  is  not  the  demand  of  a  beneficial  owner, 
but  it  is  a  demand  in  another  right  than  as  beneficial  owner.  In 
fact,  however,  the  total  sum  received  by  Mr.  FoOaeh  was  un- 
doubtedly divisible,  after  deducting  some  costs,  between  the  two 
tenants  for  life,  of  whom  Mr.  Nugee  was  one.  Kow,  it  appears 
that  Mr.  Nugee  had  real  estate,  which  he  had  mortgaged  to  two 
gentlemen,  who  were,  in  fact,  it  is  stated,  trustees  for  Mr.  PdUooK 
That  being  so,  in  equity  Mr.  PdUoeh,  the  solicitor,  was  owner  of 
the  mortgage  debt  which  at  law  was  due  in  the  usual  way  &om 
Mr.Nugee,  and  was  secured  bythe  mortgage  of  his  estate;  so  that 
this  is  not  quite  the  simple  case  of  an  unsecured  creditor.  After 
the  decree  was  made  in  this  suit,  Mrs.  Field  assigned  her  share 
of  the  property,  that  is  of  the  demand,  to  the  Petitioner.  Now, 
after  the  decree  in  the  suit^  you  could  not  alter  the  rights  of  the 
parties ;  and  the  claim  has  been  limited  to  the  moiety  to  which  it 
You  XX.  D  2 
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H.  B.      was  alleged  Nugee  was  beneficially  entitled.   The  first  question  is, 

1875        assuming  that  the  mortgage  debt  was  a  debt  due  to  PcUoek,  conld 

MiD^jnov  ^^^  ^  demand  as  that  of  the  Petitioner  be  set  off  against  it  ? 

FoiIoaK.     Upon  that  it  does  appear  to  me  the  authorities  in  Equity  are  con- 

elusive.    It  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  two.    One  is  Bishop  v. 

KuoBB.      Church  (1)^  in  which  a  motion  was  made  for  an  injunction  by  the 
Plaintiff,  who  was  the  residuary  legatee  and  surviving  executrix 
of  her  husband,  to  whom  C.  and  0.  had  given  a  joint  bond.    C. 
died,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  indebted  on  her  own  private  account  to 
0.,  who  was  a  bankrupt.    The  bill  was  brought  against  his  as- 
signees for  an  injunction,  and  to  set  off  what  was  become  due  to 
her  as  executrix  against  the  debt  due  from  herself  to  the  bank- 
rupt.   The  judgment  is  reported  as  follows :  **  The  Lord  Chancellor 
denied  the  injunction,  and,  as  to  the  set-off,  said  that  it  was 
admitted  this  could  not  be  done  at  law,  nor  did  he  know  of 
any  like  instance  here ;  the  debts  are  due  in  different  rights ;  the 
Act  of  Parliament  of  2  Geo.  2,  c.  22,  s.  13,  does  not  comprehend 
this  case,  nor  is  it  within  5  Geo.  2,  for  preventing  the  committing 
of  frauds  by  bankrupts,  for  here  was  no  mutual  credit  between 
the  parties  ....  If  this  Court  was  to  go  into  inquiries  of  this  sort, 
an  account  must  be  taken  of  the  testator's  whole  estate  till  it  was 
seen  if  there  was  a  surplus  so  as  thereout  to  make  a  setoff."    As  I 
understand  it>  that  means  this :  it  will  not  do  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
say,  '^  I  am  residuary  legatee,  and  entitled  to  this  money."    Tea 
cannot  ascertain  that  without  taking  the  account,  and  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  set-off  the  Court  will  not  take  the  account.  The  other 
case  is  Freeman  v.  Lomas  (2),  before  Lord  Justice  Twmer^  when 
Yice-Chancellor.     After  referring  to  the  Boman  law,  he  says  (3) : 
^'  The  rule  then  being  thus  deduced  from  the  Boman  law,  it  is  to 
be  seen  how  it  has  been  dealt  with  by  our  Courts,  and  I  believe 
that  upon  examining  the  authorities,  it  wiU  be  found  that,  except 
under  special  circumstances,  Courts  of  Equity  have  never  allowed 
cross  demands  existing  in  different  rights  to  be  set  the  one  against 
the  other.    The  cases  on  this  point  cited  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, to  which  may  be  added  Giapman  v.  Derby  (4),  are  distinct 
authorities  against  the  right,  in  an  ordinary  case,  to  apply  one  of  such 

(1)  3  Atk.  691.  (3)  9  Hare,  113. 

(2)  9  Hare,  109.  (4)  2  Vera.  117. 
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demands  in  satisfiEtotLon  of  the  other ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  denied,  on       M.  B. 
the  other  hand,  that  agreement,  express  or  implied,  may  confer        1875 
such  a  right."    That  is  the  exception ;  and  he  goes  on  to  say  that   MiDDunov 
slight  eyidence  of  the  agreement  will  do.    There  is  no  agreement    p^^^^ 
allied  or  pretended  in  this  case.    Then  he  says :  ^*  This  being 
the  position  of  the  general  question  as  it  stands  upon  the  autho- 
rities^ it  is  hardly  necessary  to  consider  the  reasons  on  which  the 
rule  of  the  Court  is  founded.    It  is  su£Scient  to  refer  to  the  judg- 
ment in  Jones  v.  Mossap  (1)  as  explaining  the  principle  of  the  rule^ 
and  to  the  judgment  in  Bishop  v.  Church  (2)  as  pointing  out  the  in- 
Gonyeniences  to  which  a  contrary  rule  would  lead.    It  may  be  said 
that  in  the  present  case  the  admission  of  assets  removes  many  of 
those  inconveniences."    That  was  an  admission  by  the  adminis- 
trator ;  it  was  the  case  of  a  husband  who  was  the  administrator  to 
his  wife,  and  he  admitted  that  there  were  no  debts,  and  therefore 
it  was  his  own  property.    ''  But  surely,"  he  continues,  "  the  right 
cannot  depend  upon  the  amount  of  the  assets.    If  the  right  exists 
where  the  assets  are  fully  sufficient,  must  it  not  exist  to  the  extent 
to  which  they  are  sufficient  ?    The  inconvenience,  too,  of  mixing 
the  demands  is  hardly  less  whether  the  assets  be  sufficient  or  not ; 
for  if  the  account  should  afterwards  be  taken  with  the  residuary 
legatee,  the  Court  would  be  driven  to  the  ascertainment  of  the 
debt  due  to  the  executor  from  the  legatee ;  and  although  in  this 
particular  case  the  executor  may  be  himself  the  residuary  legatee, 
I  cannot  see  how  the  right  can  be  made  to  depend  upon  that  fact. 
The  same  state  of  circumstances  existed  in  Medlicott  v.  Boives  (3), 
where  Jane  Bowes  was  (as  I  have  ascertained  from  the  Begistrar's 
book)  the  executrix  and  residuary  legatee  of  Dr.  Bowes,  but  the 
Court  nevertheless  refused  the  set-off,  and  acted  upon  the  broad 
general  rule  that  there  was  no  right  of  set-off  at  Law  and  no  right 
in  Equity  before  the  introduction  of  set-off  at  Law."    The  result 
is  that  this  being  a  demand  en  autre  droit,  there  is  no  sufficient 
ground  for  the  claim  now  made  in  respect  of  it. 

There  is  another  objection  as  to  which  I  think  it  right  to  say  a 
word  or  two.  The  Petitioner  relied  on  a  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  which  it  was  supposed,  certainly  by  Mr.  Justice 


(1)  3  HaK,  668. 


(2)  8  Atk.  691. 
(3)  1  Vcs.  Sen.  207. 
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H.B.  Witttafns,  and  probably  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Erie,  that  the 
1875  established  rule  of  equity  with  reference  to  set-off  is  to  look  upon 
Mn>DLVTON  the  beneficial  owner  as  the  real  owner,  and  by  injunction  compel 
other  Courts  to  recognise  his  rights  and  to  disregard  the  legal 
title  of  the  trustee.  They  appear  to  have  grounded  their  decision 
on  Olark  v.  Cart  (1),  which  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  says  seems  to  be 
distinct  authority  that  a  Court  of  Equity  will  allow  the  Defendant, 
where  the  debt  is  due  to  a  trustee  for  him  by  the  Plaintiff,  to  haye 
all  the  benefit  of  a  legal  owner;  in  other  words,  the  Court  of 
Equity  will  allow  a  set-off.  If  I  may  say  so,  with  great  respect  to 
those  learned  Judges,  that  is  all  right,  with  one  addition,  which  is, 
that  it  must  have  been  a  case  in  which  there  was  equitable  juris- 
diction. The  mere  £bu^  of  the  cross  demand  existing  would  not 
itself  give  equitable  jurisdiction,  nor  the  mere  fstct  that  one  of  the 
demands  was  held  by  a  trustee ;  that  is  to  say,  that  one  of  the 
demands,  though  still  a  legal  demand,  wad^  as  regards  beneficial 
ownership,  the  property  of  the  person  who  was  liable  to  the  other 
demand.  I  never  heard  of  a  bill  to  enforce  such  a  selroff,  although 
there  was  a  time  when  every  possible  device  was  resorted  to  in 
order  to  obtain  an  injunction  to  restraiii  an  action  at  law.  Li  dark 
V.  Coti,  and  in  the  next  succeeding  case  otBawsan  v.  Samuel  (2),Lord 
CoUenham  does  state  the  case  exactly  as  I  have  mentioned  it.  He 
says  (3) :  **  The  case,  then,  is  not  that  of  a  mere  assignee  of  a  legal 
debt  coming  into  equity  to  have  the  benefit  of  a  set-off  which  he 
could  not  have  at  law.  It  is  therefore  not  necessary  to  decide 
what  the  Court  would  do  in  such  a  case,  though  the  decision  in 
WiHiame  v.  Davies  (4)  goes  much  further  than  such  a  case  would 
require."  Then  he  goes  on  (5)  :  ''  As  Equity  recognises  the  as- 
signee of  a  debt  as  the  creditor,  and  as  these  demands,  if  both, 
were  recoverable  at  law,  would  be  the  subject  of  set*off,  so  if 
Equity  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  it  will  enforce  the 
set-off;"  not  that  it  will  enforce  the  set-off  without  any  special 
jurisdiction.  He  would  have  said,  so  Equity  will  enforce  the  set- 
off, if  that  were  the  doctrine ;  but  he  says,  so  if  Equity  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter,  which  is  the  condition  precedent.    It 


(1)  Cr.  &  Ph.  154. 

(2)  Ibid.  161. 


(3)  Cr.  &  Ph.  159, 

(4)  2  Sim.  461. 
(5)  Cr.  &  Ph,  160. 
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seems  to  me  that  that  was  not  noticed  by  the  learned  Judges  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  When  you  come  to  Bawson  y. 
Samud,  I  think  he  puts  that  very  plainly.  He  says  (1) :  ''  We 
speak  familiarly  of  equitable  set-off  as  distinguished  from  the  set-off 
at  law,  but  it  will  be  found  that  this  equitable  set-off  exists  in 
cases  where  the  party  seeking  the  benefit  of  it  can  shew  some 
equitable  ground  for  being  protected  against  his  adversaries*  de- 
mand.*' Then  he  goes  on  (2):  ''Several  cases  were  cited  in 
support  of  the  injunction,  but  in  every  one  of  them,  except  WttUams 
▼.  Davies  ** — which  he  disapproved  of — **  it  will  be  found  that  the 
equity  of  the  bill  impeached  the  title  to  the  legal  demand.'* 
Therefore  I  am  not  able  to  assent  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  and  if  it  had  been  necessary — which  it 
is  not — in  this  case  to  decide,  upon  that  ground,  I  should  have 
thought  I  was  following  the  decision  of  Lord  OcUenham  in  deciding 
exactly  the  other  way.  This  being  so,  I  must  dismiss  the  Petition 
with  costs. 


1875 


MiODUTOV 

Pollock. 
Ek  parte 

NUOKE.. 


Solicitors :  Messrs.  ChawUreUf  Pollock,  it  Mason  ;  Messrs*  FarreTf 
Ouvry,  A  Oo.;  Messrs.  Bidsdale,  Oraddoek,  it  Bidsdale. 


PLYMPTON  V.  MALCOLMSON. 

[1875    R    39J 
FaitfU — Adual  Uter — Infringement — Interim  Injunction, 

An  interim  injnnction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  infringement  of  a 
patent  teveral  years  old  but  never  establisbed  by  legal  proceedings,  unless 
there  has  been  actual  user  of  the  patent  for  a  considerable  time. 

1 TTTR  was  a  motion  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  snit,  who  claimed  to 
be  the  owner  of  a  patent,  for  an  interim  injnnction  to  restrain  the 
Defendant  from  making,  selling,  or  using  an  article  which  was 
alleged  to  be  an  infringement  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent. 

The  Plaintiff's  patent  was  dated  the  25th  of  May,  1865.    The 
Defendant  had  obtained  a  patent  dated  the  7th  of  May,  1874. 


1875 
JUardi  4. 


(1)  Cr.  ft  Ph.  178. 


(2)  Cr.  &  Ph.  179. 
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M.  B.       The  Plaintiflf  filed  hia  bUl  to  establish  the  validity  of  his  patent, 
1875        and  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  infringing  it, 
Pltoton        There  was  no  evidence  of  actual  user  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent 

V.         except  of  recent  date. 

Maloolubon,  ^ 

Mr.  WAster,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Aston,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lawsan,  in  support 
of  the  motion,  contended  that  the  Plaintiff's  patent  had  been  suffi- 
ciently long  in  existence  to  entitle  him  to  an  interim  order  for 
protection.  They  stated  at  the  bar  that  the  patent  had  been  more 
or  less  in  use  for  several  years.  They  cited  Dudgeon  v.  Thomson  (I), 

Mr.  SotUhffote,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  EJemming,  for  the  Defendant. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R. : — 

When  a  patentee  comes  to  this  Court  for  interim  protection  on 
the  ground  of  previous  enjoyment,  he  must  shew  that  there  has 
been  an  actual  public  user  of  his  patent.  In  this  case  there  is  no 
evidence  of  actual  user  for  any  number  of  years.  I  wish  it  also  to 
be  understood  that,  where  it  appears  that  there  is  a  serious  ques- 
tion to  be  tried  at  the  hearing,  it  is  not  the  course  of  this  Court 
to  grant  an  injunction  on  an  interlocutory  application.  I  have 
always  thought  the  rule  laid  down  by  yice-Chancellor  Kvnderdey 
a  sound  one,  to  avoid  expressing,  as  far  as  possible,  on  an  interlo- 
cutory application,  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  a  case ;  and  in 
accordance  with  tbat  rule  I  say  no  more  on  the  present  occasion. 
Let  the  present  motion  stand  over  till  the  hearing;  tho  Defendant 
undertaking  to  keep  the  usual  accounts. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  W.  Clarke,  agent  for  Messrs. 
Clarke  &  Hewlett,  Brighton. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  TiUeard  &  Co.,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Blaok,  Freeman^  &  Oell,  Brighton. 

(1)  22  W.  R.  464. 
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In  re  HARPER  AND  GREAT  EASTERN  RAILWAY  M.  R. 

COMPANY.  1875 


ArhUraiion>-^Submimon  by  Caruent—LaruU  Clauses  CoMolidatian  Act,  1845       ^'^'^' 
(8  Vict.  e.  18),  M.  36,  68— ComTium  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854(17  A 18  Vict, 
c.  125),  ».  17—9  A  10  ITiK.  3,  c.  15— i8««%  owic  ^uwr<i— 2Yr»e. 

Semble,  a  submuaion  to  arbitnttioa  under  the  Lande  Clamee  C<m$6Udation 
Act,  1845,  is  not  a  "submission  by  consent "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Vommon  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  s.  17. 

The  conflict  between  Ex  pctrte  Harper  (1)  and  In  re  NewbM  and 
Metropoiitan  BaUvoay  Company  (2)  and  Rhodes  y.  Airedale  Drainage 
Commissioners  (3)  explained. 

Where  a  submission  is  made  a  rule  of  Court  under  sect.  36  of  the  Lomds 
Clauses  Act,  the  Court  has  the  same  jurisdiction  in  dealing  with  it  as  in  the 
case  of  submissions  under  9  &  10  Will  3,  c  16,  and  any  application  to  set 
it  aside  must  be  made  within  the  time  thereby  limited. 

Where  an  award  had  been  made  on  a  claim  against  a  company  in  respect 
of  lands  alleged  to  be  injuriously  affected  under  an  agreement  for  reference 
pursuant  to  sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  the  umpire  having  awarded  that 
the  company  should  pay  a  specified  sum  by  way  of  compensation : — 

Bdd,  that  though  in  form  the  umpre  had  no  power  to  order  the  company 
to  pay,  yet  that  such  informality  did  not  vitiate  the  award  so  far  as  it 
ascertained  the  amount  of  damages,  assuming  the  company's  liability. 

X  HIS  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  award  of  the  umpire  in  a 
question  of  disputed  compensation  between  the  Cheat  Eastern 
BaSway  Company  and  T.  E.  Harper,  who  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  compensation  from  the  company  in  respect  of  certain  property 
situate  at  33  and  34  Sun  Street,  alleged  to  be  injuriously  affected 
by  the  company's  works. 

On  the  29th  of  January,  1874,  Harper  served  on  the  company  a 
notice  in  writing  requiring  them  to  appoint  an  arbitrator  on  their 
behalf  to  assess  the  amount  of  compensation  under  sect.  25  of  the 
Lands  Olauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845.  Pursuant  to  this  notice, 
an  arbitrator  was  appointed  in  writing  by  the  company,  and 
another  was  afterwards  duly  appointed  in  writing  by  Harper.  The 
two  arbitrators  afterwards  appointed  in  writing  an  umpire. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1874,  the  umpire  made  his  award,  and 

(1)  Law  Bep.  18  Eq.  639.  (2)  14  C.  B.  (N.S.)  405. 

(8)  Law  Bep.  9  C.  P.  606. 
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DC  B.  tliereby,  after  reciting  the  notices  and  the  appointment  of  arbi- 
1875  trators  and  of  himself  as  nmpirCi  and  that  he,  as  such  umpire,  and 
^^  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  and  with  the 
Hamb  AMD  consent  of  both  parties,  had  proceeded  to  consider  and  determine 
EAsixBir  the  question  of  compensation,  and  had  been  attended  thereon  by 
'  the  said  parties  or  their  surveyors,  he  awarded  as  follows : — 

''  Now  therefore  know  ye,  and  these  presents  witness,  that  in 
pursuance  and  exercise  of  the  power  and  authority  vested  in  me 
as  such  umpire  as  aforesaid,  and  of  every  other  power  or  authority 
me  enabling  under  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1815, 
I  do  hereby  award  that  the  Oreat  Eastern  Railway  Company  do 
pay  to  T.  E.  Barper  the  sum  of  £500  as  and  by  way  of  compen* 
sation  for  having,  in  the  exercise  of  their  parliamentary  powers,, 
injuriously  affected  Nos.  43  and  44  Sun  Street,  to  which  the  said 
T.  E.  Harper  claims  to  be  entitled." 

On  the  30th  of  July,  1874^  on  the  application  of  Harper,  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  ordered  that  the  submission  to  arbitration 
and  the  subsequent  appointment  of  the  arbitrators  and  umpire 
might  be  made  a  rule  of  Court  under  sect.  17  of  the  Common  Laur 
Procedure  Act :  Ex  parte  Harper  (1). 

On  the  2ud  of  December,  1874,  on  the  application  of  Harper, 
under  sect  35  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  the- 
Master  of  the  EoUs  made  an  order  that  Hie  company  should  take 
up  the  award  within  four  days  at  their  own  expense,  and  furnish  a 
copy  of  it  to  Harper. 

The  company  now  moved  that  the  award  might  be  set  aside. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Smart,  in  support  of  the  motion : — 

The  award  of  the  umpire  in  this  case  is  in  excess  of  his  jurisdic- 
tion. He  has  awarded  that  the  company  do  pay  the  sum  of  £500; 
whereas  he  has  no  power  to  determine  the  liability  of  the  com* 
pany,  only  the  amount  of  the  compensation,  assuming  them  to  be 
liable.  The  award  should  have  been  made  in  terms  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  68th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  but 
being  made  in  this  form  it  is  bad,  and  should  be  set  aside. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Newbold  and  Metropolitan  Bailway  Com^ 

(1)  Law  lU'p.  18  £q.  639. 
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fcmy  (1)  it  was  held  that  the  award  of  arbitrators  or  an  umpire,  H  B. 
upon  a  daim  for  compensation  for  lands  injuriously  affected  under  1875 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  merely  ascertained  the  amount,  not  the  jure 
claimant's  right  to  compensation.    The  Court  in  that  case  con-  ^^^q^^^ 


that  such  an  award  could  not  be  enforced  by  motion,  and  _  Eastbhk 

Railway  Go^ 

in  Bhodes  t.  Airedale  Drainage  Oommtssianers  (2)  it  was  held  that        — 
a  reference  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  was  not  a  reference ''  by 
consent"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Common  Lau>  Procedure  Act 
(17  &  18  VicL  c  126). 

It  may  be  contended  on  behalf  of  the  claimant  in  this  case  that 
the  present  application  is  made  too  late,  because  by  9  &  10  Will. 
3,  a  15,  &  2,  it  is  proTided  that  any  application  to  set  aside  an 
award  under  that  statute  must  be  made  in  the  Court  where  the 
rule  is  made  for  submission  to  such  arbitration,  before  the  last  day 
d£  the  next  term  after  such  arbitration  is  made  or  published.  But 
that  statute  has  no  application  to  a  submission  by  agreement 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  the  second  section  refers  only  to 
the  setting  aside  of  awards  through  corruption  or  undue  practice. 

Further,  the  object  of  the  Legislature  in  providing,  by  sect.  36  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  that  a  submission  to  arbitration  may  be 
made  a  rule  of  Court,  is  to  enable  the  Court  to  set  aside  the 
award.  Such  a  power  must  be  inherent  in  the  Court  when  the 
arbitrators  or  umpire  exceed  their  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Booimrffh,  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  Oraham  Eastings^  for  Earner, 
were  not  called  on. 

Sib  O.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

I  should  Uke  to  make  an  obsenration  upon  my  decision  in  E» 
farle  Barker  (3),  which  may  mislead  some  persons.  When  I  de- 
cided Em  farle  Earper,  neither  the  case  of  Jn  re  Newbold  and 
MetropoUian  Railway  Company  nor  the  case  of  Bhodes  y.  Aire- 
dale  Drainage  Commissioners  was  cited.  If  either  or  both  of 
those  cases  had  been  cited,  I  should  unhesitatingly  have  followed 
them,  they  being  decisions  of  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction, 
much  as  I  should  lament  the  narrow  yiew  which  appears  to  me 

(1)  14  0.  B.  (N.S.)  406.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  C.  P.  508. 

(8)  Uw  Rep.  18  Eq.  639. 
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M.  B.      to  have  been  taken  of  a  very  beneficial  statute.    In  order  to  shew 

1975       what  I  mean  by  narrow  viewi  I  will  say  a  word  or  two  about 

In  re       previous  legislatiozu 
^Q^A^^      By  the  Act  9  &  10  WiU.  3,  o.  15,  agreements  to  submission  to 
Eabtkbk     arbitration  could  be  made  rules  of  Court,  and  when  so  made  could 

•»-  '  be  enforced  by  the  Court  of  which  those  agreements  were  made 
rules.  By  the  Common  Law  Proeedure  Act,  1854  (17  &  18  Vict, 
c.  125),  great  improvements  were  made  as  regards  not  only  the 
form  of  the  submission  to  arbitration,  but  the  form  of  enforcing 
it  and  varying  the  award,  and  so  on.  Unfortunately,  as  it  appears 
to  me,  the  words  of  the  Legislature  divided  the  awards  under  the 
Common  Law  Proeedure  Act  into  two  classes,  those  made  by  order 
of  the  Judge  in  an  action*  or  suit,  and  those  made  by  consent ; 
and  it  improved  the  processes  relating  to  both  those  awards  in  a 
very  beneficial  way.  I  thought  in  E»  parte  Harper  (1),  when  it 
was  before  me,  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  suf« 
ficiently  manifest  to  improve  the  proceedings  on  all  kinds  of 
submissions  and  on  all  kinds  of  awards,  and  that  though  the 
terms  used  were,  in  the  one  set  of  sections,  *^  the  order  of  the 
Judge,"  and  in  the  other  set  of  sections  **  by  consent,''  I  thought  a 
liberal  and  fair  reading  of  the  statute  was  that  all  kinds  of  sub- 
missions were  to  be  brought  within  the  beneficial  operation  of 
that  statute,  and  that,  therefore,  where  it  was  not  an  order  of  a 
Judge,  it  might  be  taken  as  being  a  submission  ^'by  consent," 
and  the  more  so,  as  another  clause  pointed  to  a  class  of  submis- 
sions which  was  not  in  the  first  instance  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  particular  tribunal.  By  so  reading  it  I  admit  taking  the 
word  ^*  consent "  in  a  large  sense,  that  is,  not  as  merely  meaning 
the  consent  of  the  parties  actually  given  at  the  time,  but  in- 
cluding consent  derived  from  statutory  enactments  which  said 
that  if  you  did  certain  acts  the  other  party  might  drive  you  to 
submission  to  arbitration.  It  was  used,  I  thought,  in  that  sense — 
I  admit  a  very  large  sense  of  the  word. 

But  it  appears  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  twice 
decided  that  the  word  ^  consent"  is  to  be  read  in  its  narrowest 
meaning ;  that  it  is  to  be  confined  to  those  submissions  only  which 
are  by  actual  consent  of  the  parties,  and  therefore  does  not  apply 

<1)  Law  Bep.  18  Eq.  539. 
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to  a  sobmiflaion  under  the  Lands  Olauies  ConsoUdaHan  Act,  not-       H.  B. 
withstanding  that  those  submissions  may  be  made  rules  of  Court,       1^5 
because  there  is  no  actual  consent,  it  being,  so  to  speak,  a  com-       in  re 
pulsory  reference  to  arbitration.  ^^t^^ 

The  result,  therefore,  of  those  decisions  is  this,  that  the  beneficial  d^^^*^ 
operation  of  the  Act  of  1854,  which  I  think  was  intended  to  apply  - — 
to  OYory  kind  of  submission,  does  not  apply  to  a  submission  which 
is  made  a  rule  of  Coxat  onder  the  Lands  Olausea  Consolidation 
AeL  I  regret  the  decisions;  but  I  shall  most  unhesitatingly 
fidlow  them,  because,  as  I  have  frequently  expressed  my  opinion 
before,  I  think  it  is  not  proper  for  one  Court  of  co-ordinate  juris- 
diction to  refuse  to  foUow  the  decision  of  another,  merely  because 
the  Court  thinks  it  erroneous.  There  must  be  something  more. 
There  must  either  be  cunent  of  authority  of  superior,  or  at  least 
co-ordinate,  Courts  against  it,  or  else  it  must  be  a  recent  decision 
inconsistent  with  the  plain  terms  of  the  statute.  I  have  always 
confined  my  expression  of  dissent  to  those  two  cases.  I  should 
certainly  have  done  the  same  thing  in  E»  parte  Harper  (1)  if  either 
of  the  decisions  had  been  cited  to  me;  although  at  the  same 
time  I  agree  that  if  it  had  been  left  to  me  to  decide  in  the  first 
instance,  I  have  no  doubt  I  should,  on  consideration,  have  taken 
the  same  view  that  I  do  now — ^I  mean  I  should  take  the  liberal 
coDStenction  of  the  statute  of  1854,  making  its  beneficial  enact- 
ments apply  to  all  kinds  of  submissions. 

passing  from  that  case,  I  have  now  to  consider  the  application 
to  set  aside  the  award  in  the  very  case,  and  the  question  to  be 
decided  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  36th  section  of  the  Lands 
Gavses  Consolidaiion  Aett    The  36th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  enacts  as  follows :— *^^  The  submission  to  any  such 
arbitration" — ^that  is,  an  arbitration  under  the  Act — ''may  be 
made  a  rule  of  any  of  the  Superior  Courts  on  the  application  of 
either  of  the  parties."    It  is  not  contended  before  me  that  the 
words  *^  any  such  arbitration "  are  confined  to  the  arbitrations 
mentioned  in  the  prior  section;  nor  could  it  be,  for  there  are 
tenns  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  statute  shewing  that  those 
elauses  apply  to  arbitrations  under  the  subsequent  sections,  in- 
cluding the  68th  section,  which  is  the  one  in  question.    The  37th 

(1)  Law  Bep.  18  £q.  639. 


44  EQUITT  CASES.  [L.  B. 

M.  B.      section  goes  on  in  this  way :  **  No  award  made  with  respect  to  any 

1S75        question  referred  to  arbitration  under  the  provisions  of  this  or 

j^  ^       the  special  Act  shall  be  set  aside  for  irregularity  or  eiror  in  matter 

^^SSIt"*  of  form."    Therefore,  there  are  two  things  contemplated ;  one  is^ 

Eastibv     that  you  may  make  this  submission  a  rule  of  .Court ;    and  the 

—     '  second  is,  that  there  is  some  power  of  setting  it  aside,  which  is 

restricted  by  the  terms  of  the  87th  section. 

Now,  the  jurisdiction,  whatever  it  is,  is  conferred  simply  by  the 
words  making  the  submission  a  rule  of  Court.  It  is  admitted 
that  before  the  statute  of  Will.  8,  there  was  no  power  of  setting 
aside  the  award  on  motion  or  summary  application,  or  in  any  way 
except  by  bilL  The  Legislature,  in  passing  the  Lands  OUxmes^ 
CoMoHdaiion  Act,  intended  the  judicature  to  understand  that  by 
making  a  submission  a  rule  of  Court,  a  new  statutory  jurisdiction 
was  conferred  upon  the  Courts  of  Law. 

What  was  the  jurisdiction  so  conferred,  or  intended  to  be  con* 
ferred  ?  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  at  all  as  to  the  proper 
answer  to  be  given  to  that  question.  The  well-known  statute  of 
9  &  10  Will.  3,  c  15,  was  the  only  one  regulating  submissions  to 
arbitration.  The  terms  of  that  statute  shew  that  where  the  paiv 
ti^  have  agreed  to  submit  to  arbitration,  and  that  the  submission 
shall  be  made  a  rule  of  Court,  it  shall  be  made  a  rule  of  Court,, 
and  when  made  a  rule  of  Court,  that  the  Court  shall  have  power 
to  enforce  it  or  to  discharge  it,  and  compel  its  observance  in  any  way 
which  may  be  required  by  the  nature  of  the  case.  The  statute 
enables  the  parties  by  consent,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  agree* 
ment,  to  make  the  submission  a  rule  of  Court.  Bat  when  it  ift 
made  a  rule  of  Court  a  large  jurisdiction  isjgiven  to  the  Court  as 
to  dealing  with  such  submission. 

Then  when  we  find  a  second  statute  which  simply  provides  that 
something  which  could  not  have  been  made  a  rule  of  Court  under 
the  prior  statute,  may  be  made  a  rule  of  Court,  and  which  evidently 
contemplates  the  power  of  the  Court  to  set  aside  the  award  made 
under  that  submission,  does  it  not  follow  from  the  nature  of  the 
case  that  the  jurisdiction  intended  to  be  conferred  on  the  Courts 
by  the  words  of  the  86th  section  was  the  same  as  was  conferred 
upon  the  Courts  by  the  terms  of  the  1st  section  of  the  statute  of 
Will.  3,  when  it  was  made  a  rule  of  Court  simply  by  the  agree- 
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ment  of  the  parties  ?    I  think  it  must  so  follow,  for  otherwise  I       M.  B. 
baye  no  means  of  ascertaining  what  was  the  nature  and  extent  of       1875 
snch  jurisdiction,  and  I  so  hold.  ^^ 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  practice  as  to  the  time  within  ^^q^^ 
which  application  should  be  made  to  set  aside  an  award  which  is     Bastibii 

enacted  by  that  statute,  shall  not  follow  in  the  same  way  as  the       

rest  of  the  jurisdiction  conferred  ?  I  think  it  ought  so  to  follow. 
But,  independently  of  that  observation,  if  I  could  hold  that  the 
making  the  submission  a  rule  of  Court  conferred  only  a  similar 
instead  of  the  same  jurisdiction,  I  should  still  be  of  opinion  I 
on^t  to  follow  the  rule  as  to  the  period  within  which  application 
may  be  made  for  setting  the  award  aside.  Upon  either  ground  I 
should  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  present  application  is  made 
too  late. 

It  has  been  argued  that  you  <;annot  enforce  an  award  of  this  kind 
in  the  sense  of  ordering  a  party  to  perform  it»  because  there  is  a 
condition  precedent  before  you  can  enforce  it.  That  appears  to 
me  no  objection,  for  the  same  thing  occurs  under  a  submission  by 
mere  agreement 

If  one  man  makes  a  daim  against  another  for  damages,  it  is 
competent  to  the  parties  to  agree  to  refer  the  amount  of  the 
damages  to  be  assessed  by  an  arbitrator  without  prejudice  to  the 
question  whether  there  is  any  legal  liability  at  all,  leaving  that 
question  to  be  decided  in  an  action  or  upon  a  special  case,  and 
when  that  is  decided,  and  not  before,  the  award  becomes  enforce* 
able.  It  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  condition  is  ex- 
pressed on  the  face  of  the  submission,  or  is  covered  by  the  section 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  which  says  that  it  is  included  in  every 
such  submission. 

It  appears  to  me^  therefbrei  that  there  is  no  objection  upon  that 
ground. 

That  being  so  (and  it  is  a  question  which  does  not  seem  to  me 
to  arise,  because  the  statute  says  it  may  be  made  a  rule  of  Court), 
the  next  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  objection  to  the  award. 

The  objection  made  is  a  singular  one.  The  68th  section  of  the 
La$uU  Clauses  Ad,  which  is  the  section  upon  which  the  parties 
have  proceeded,  is  this : — 

'If  any  party  shall  be  entitled  to  any  compensation  in  respect 
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M.  B.       of  any  lands,  or  of  any  interest  thereuiy  which  shall  haye  been  taken 
1875        for  or  injuriously  affected  by  the  execution  of  the  works,  and  for 
j^^       which  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  shall  not  have  made 
^^Gul^^  satisfaction  under  the  provisions  of  this  or  the  special  Act,  or  any 
BAOTBRir     Act  incorporated  therewith,  and  if  the  compensation  claimed  in  such 
*^j:i^  °^  case  BhaU  exceed  the  sam  of  fifty  ponnds,  auch  party  may  haye  the 
same  settled  either  by  arbitration  or  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  as  he 
shall  think  fit ;  and  if  such  party  desire  to  have  the  same  settled 
by  arbitration,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  give  notice  in  writing 
to  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  of  such  his  desire,  stating  in 
such  notice  the  nature  of  the  interest  in  such  lands  in  respect  of 
which  he  claims  compensation,  and  the  amount  of  the  compensc^ 
tion  so  claimed  therein ;  and  unless  the  promoters  of  the  under- 
taking be  willing  to  pay  the  amount  of  compensation  so  claimed, 
and  shall  enter  into  a  written  agreement  for  that  purpose  within 
twenty-one  days  after  the  receipt  of  any  such  notice  from  any 
party  so  entitled,  the  same  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration  in  the 
manner  herein  provided." 

What  is  the  manner  therein  provided?  That  the  arbitrator 
shall  decide  the  amount  to  be  paid  as  payable  by  the  company, 
subject  of  course  to  the  question,  which  is  not  within  his  jurisdic- 
tion, whether  there  is  any  liability  to  pay  at  all.  So  that  what  he 
has  to  decide  is,  that  if  there  is  a  liability  the  company  is  to  pay 
SQch  sum  as  that  at  which  he  assesses  the  damage.  But  the  ^  if" 
is  in  the  section,  not  in  the  award.  He  has  nothing  to  do  with 
that.  He  should  say,  **  Assuming  the  company  is  liable  to  pay,  I 
award  that  the  company  do  pay  such  a  sum.**  But  then  it  is  said 
that  because  he  has  not  set  out  the  words  *^  assuming  the  company 
is  liable  to  pay,"  and  only  says,  *'  I  award  that  the  company  do 
pay,"  the  award  is  bad.  But,  so  far  as  he  can  award,  he  does 
award  that  the  company  do  pay  if  they  are  liable.  It  is  not  an 
excess  of  jurisdiction,  it  is  mere  form.  The  point  that  is  referred 
to  here  is  the  amount,  and  there  are  recitals  in  the  award  shewing 
exactly  what  the  matter  referred  to  him  was,  namely,  to  assess  the 
amount  payable  by  the  company.  And  I  am  told  that  because 
he  has  not  said,  **  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  68th  section  of 
the  Act,"  therefore  the  award  is  bad,  though  there  is  a  recital  that 
it  is  in  execution  of  the  powers  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that 
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notices  were  given,  and  that  the  reference  was  in  pursuance  of      M.  B* 
the  Act.    It  appears  to  me  the  very  thing  provided  for  by  the       1875 

But  then  the  37th  section  seems  to  me  to  apply,  which  pro-  Habpeb  akd 
Tides,  **  No  award  made  with  respect  to  any  question  referred  to     Eaitkbn 

arbitiation  under  the  provisions  of  this  or  the  special  Act  shall        

be  set  aside  for  iiregularity  or  error  in  matter  of  form."  This  is 
fonn  and  form  only.  The  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  order  the 
company  to  pay  unless  they  were  liable,  and  when  he  decided 
that  they  should  pay  he  decided  subject  to  that  which  is  a  provision 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

In  my  opinion  the  award  is  perfectly  good.  The  objection,  if 
of  any  validity  at  all,  is  merely  form ;  and  if  I  had  to  decide  this 
case  irrespective  of  the  question  of  time,  I  should  decide  it  in  the 
same  way  as  I  do  now,  that  the  motion  must  be  refused  with 
costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Company :  Mr.  Shaw. 
Solicitor  for  Mr.  Harper :  Mr.  E.  Broad. 
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v.^  M.  In  re  HALSTEAD  UNITED  CHARITIES. 

}^  Payment  cut  qf  CouH^Mortgageu^Tender  cf  iOsn/ar  CosU^Affidamit  </ 

AprU  16.  Service — Lands  Clauses  Act. 

■  .  ■ 

The  rule  that  where  iDCumbrancere  are  parties  to  a  petitioii  for  the  reinyest* 
ment  in  land  of  money  paid  into  Court  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act^  40s. 
ooets  ought  to  be  tendered  to  such  parties  at  the  time  of  service  of  the  petition 
in  order  to  discourage  unnecessary  appearances,  applies  to  the  case  of  pay- 
ment out  of  Court  of  such  moneys  to  persons  entitled  sulject  to  incum* 
branoes ;  but  the  Petitioners  will  be  entitled  to  add  to  their  costs  of  the 
petition*  in  addition  to  the  408.,  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  costs  of  an 
affidavit  of  service. 

JL  his  was  a  Petition  for  payment  out  of  Court  of  a  sum  of 
£2315,  which  had  been  paid  in  as  the  purchase-money  of  certain 
land  which  had  been  vested  in  the  Petitioners  as  trustees  of  the 
Hahtead  United  CJutrities,  and  had  been  taken  by  the  Cotne  Valley 
and  Hdbtead  Railway  Company  under  the  provisions  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Coneolidation  Act. 

Part  of  the  charity  lands,  including  part  of  that  taken  by  the 
company,  had  been  mortgaged  by  a  deed  of  the  6th  of  August, 
1862,  for  £1000,  and  this  sum  remained  a  charge  upon  the  fund 
in  Court;  and  the  Petition ' stated  that  the  mortgagees  were 
willing  to  consent  to  the  payment  out,  being  satisfied  that  the 
residue  of  the  security  for  the  £1000  and  interest  was  ample. 

Mr.  CoU,  for  the  Petitioners. 

Mr.  Oslery  for  the  mortgagees  who  had  been  served,  concurred. 

Mr.  Oraham  Hastinffs^  for  the  company : — 

The  rule  has  now  been .  laid  down  by  In  re  Gore  LangUnCs 
Estates  (1)  that  where,  in  the  case  of  petitions  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  there  are  incumbrancers  who^  as  a  matter  of  form,  are 
necessary  parties,  but  have  no  interest  in  opposing,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  parties  serving  them  with  the  petition  to  tender  40s.  for  the 
costs  of  obtaining  the  advice  of  their  solicitor  as  to  whether  their 

(I)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  328. 


VOL.  XX.]                           EQXJITY  CASES.  49 

appearance  is  neoessary,  and  if  they  afterwards  appear,  they  do  so  Y.-o.  M. 

at  theur  peril  as  regards  costs.    It  was  quite  unnecessary  for  these  1875 

mortgagees  to  appear,  and  they  ought  to  bear  the  costs  over  and  ^^^ 

above  the  40s.  which  ought  to  have  been  tendered.  ^^nSro* 


Mr.  OoU,  in  reply : — 

In  re  Oore  LangtovCs  Estates  (1)  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of 
payment  of  money  out  of  Court  to  persons  absohitely  entitled. 
That  was  the  case  of  a  settlement,  and  the  object  of  the  petition 
was  simply  the  re-investment  in  land  of  the  money  in  Court,  and 
the  security  of  the  incumbrancers  was  not  diminished.  Here  it  is 
proposed  to  take  away  an  important  part  of  the  security  of  the 
mortgagees,  and  they  are  at  least  entitled  to  be  heard  on  the 
question.  But  even  if  the  rule  does  apply^  the  Petitioners  could 
not  have  obtained  the  order  except  upon  production  of  an  a£E[davit 
of  service  of  the  Petition,  and  they  ought  at  least  to  be  entitled  to 
add  the  costs  of  the  affidavit  of  service  to  their  costs  of  the  Peti- 
tion, in  addition  to  the  40b.  which  would  be  allowed. 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.C  : — 

I  think  this  case  is  even  plainer  than  In  re  Oore  Langton^s 
Edaiea.  In  that  case  there  were  two  points,  and  the  Lords 
Justices  affirmed  my  decision  on  the  first  point,  while  on  the 
second  they  varied  it  by  laying  down  a  general  rule,  that  where 
persons  who  are  the  necessary  parties  to  a  petition  have  no  interest 
in  opposing  it,  the  proper  course  is  to  serve  them  with  the  peti- 
tion, and  at  the  same  time  tender  40b.  to  enable  them  to  take 
advice  as  to  whether  they  should  appear.  This  Petition  states  the 
mortgage,  and  also  that  the  mortgagees  were  willing  to  consent  to 
the  payment  of  the  fund  to  the  Petitioners.  Therefore,  consider- 
ing that  they  are  stated  to  concur  in  the  Petition,  I  think  they 
would  not  have  appeared  if  40b.  had  been  tendered  them.  The 
case  thus  comes  strictly  vnthin  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal^  and  I  cannot  allow  more  than  40b.  costs  of  appearance. 
Bat  Mr.  CdU  says  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  Court 
of  the  fact  of  the  service.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  will  be  pro- 
per to  allow  the  40b.,  and  so  much  more  as  the  costs  of  an  affidavit 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  328. 
Vol.  XX.  E  2 


Chuotzis. 


50  EQUITT  OASES.  [L.  B. 

y.-0.  M.  of  service  would  have  come  to.    A  fair  sum  for  this  purpose  would 

1875  be  about  £1  3s.    Therefore  I  allow  £3  Ss.  for  the  costs  of  the 

jfi  re  incumbrancers,  and  there  will  be  leave  to  take  the  residue  of  the 

^u™°  costs  out  of  the  fund. 

Chabities. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Aldridge  &  Thorn ;  Mr.  W.  Eley ;  Messrs. 
Baxters  &  Co. 


AprUld. 


V.-C.  M.  HARNETT  v.  BAKER. 

^^'^^  [1873    H.    69.] 

Specific  Fefformanc^CcndUums  <f  Sale  misleading  and  erroneous. 

Upon  the  sale  of  an  estate  one  of  the  conditions  was  that  the  title  to  the 
beneficial  ownership  should  commence  with  the  will  of  A.  C,  and  the  pur- 
chaser must  assume  that  A.  G.  was  at  his  death  beneficially  entitled  to  the 
properfy  in  fee  simple  free  from  incumbrances.  A,  C,  had  contracted  before 
his  death  for  the  purchase  of  the  property,  but  it  was  not  till  many  years 
after  his  death  that  the  title  was  made  out,  the  property  conveyed,  and  the 
purchase-money  paid  :— 

Held,  that  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  by  the  condition  of  sale,  and  the 
vendor  declining  an  open  reference  as  to  title,  his  bill  for  specific  performance 
was  dismissed  with  costs. 

IHIS  was  a  suit  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
entered  into  by  the  Defendant  to  purchase  from  the  Plaintiff 
certain  freehold  property  situate  in  EasteoU,  Middlesex.  The 
property  was  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  on  the  10th  of  September, 
1872,  subject  to  conditions  of  sale,  and  the  Defendant  became  the 
purchaser  for  £2300.  The  Defendant  refused  to  complete,  on  the 
ground  that  the  conditions  of  sale  were  unfair  and  misleading,  and 
were  not  binding  upon  him,  and  that  a  good  title  had  not  been 
shewn  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  property  in  question. 
The  4th  condition  was  as  follows : — 

"  The  title  to  the  beneficial  ownership  of  the  property  shall 
commence  with  the  will  of  Dr.  4^^  ClarJce,  dated  the  17th  of 
August,  1829,  and  the  purchaser  shall  assume  that  the  said  Dr. 
Adam  Clarke  was  at  his  death  beneficially  entitled  to  the  property 
in  fee  simple,  free  from  incumbrance&    The  purchaser  shall  not 
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require  the  prodnction  o1^  or  investigate^  or  make  any  objection     V.-O.  H. 
or  requisition  in  respect  of  any  matter  prior  to  the  commencement        1975 
of  title,  whether  appearing  on  the  abstract  or  not."  Habnktt 

And  the  6th  condition  was : —  Bakibb. 

**  The  property  has  been,  as  appears  by  the  abstract,  beneficially 
enjoyed  for  more  than  thirty  years  past,  either  by  Mr.  John  Edmett 
and  his  late  wife  together,  or  since  her  death  by  Mr.  John  Harnett 
alone,  bnt  the  legal  estate  did  not  become  vested  in  him  until  the 
2nd  of  April,  1867.  The  legal  title  to  the  property  shall  com- 
mence with  a  settlement  dated  the  7th  of  July,  1853.  The  pur- 
chaser shall  not  require  the  production  of,  or  investigate,  or  make 
any  objection  or  requisition  in  respect  of  any  matter  affecting  the 
legal  title  prior  to  such  commencement  thereof,  whether  appearing 
on  the  abstract  or  not." 

The  Defendant  alleged  that  the  suggestion  in  the  4th  condition 
of  sale,  that  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  was  at  his  death  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  beneficial  ownership  of  the  property,  was  untrue  and  misleading ; 
for  that  it  appeared  from  one  of  the  later  deeds,  stated  on  the  ab- 
stract, that  Dr.  A  Olarhe  had  attempted  to  purchase  the  property 
from  trustees  of  the  will  of  George  Woodroffe,  deceased — persons  who 
had  no  title  to  sell  either  at  law  or  in  equity — ^that  in  tact  the  pur- 
chase-money had  not  been  paid  by  Dr.  Clarke  to  his  vendors  in  .his. 
lifetime,  and  that  the  greater  part  of  such  purchase-money  was  not 
paid  to  any  of  the  representatives  of  George  Woadroffe  until  the 
2nd  of  April,  1867,  the  date  at  which  the  Plaintiff  pretended  that 
the  legal  title  became  vested  in  him.  And  farther,  that  this 
appeared  firom  the  abstract  to  have  been  known  to  the  Plaintiff 
personally,  for  that  the  deed  of  the  2nd  of  April,  1867,  and  also  an 
indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  20th  of  November,  1849,  severally 
stated  in  the  abstaract,  contained  recitals  shewing  that  the  greater 
part  of  the  purchase-money  had  been  invested  by  Dr.  A.  Clarke  in 
bank  annuities  until  a  title  could  be  made  to  the  property,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff,  by  such  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  20th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1849,  purported  to  charge  the  said  bank  annuities,  then  repre- 
senting the  balance  of  such  purchase-money,  as  a  security  to  his 
mortgagee.  And  farther,  even  if  the  4th  condition  of  sale  was  strictly 
binding  upon  the  Defendant,  as  the  Plaintiff  alleged,  and  Dr.  A. 
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y.-O.  H,     Clarke  was  at  his  death  beneficially  entitled  to  the  property,  the 
1875       title  of  the  persons  entitled  to  give  a  receipt  for  the  unpaid  pur- 
Habnett     chase-money,  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  the  20th  of  November, 
Bakes.      1849>  shouId  have  been,  and  had  not  been,  properly  shewn,  and 
—       that,  according  to  the  terms  of  such  condition,  if  taken  literally,  the 
Defendant  was  not  bound  to  assume  that  Dr.  Clarke  was  at  the  date 
of  his  will  beneficially  entitled  to  the  property,  which  assumption 
would  be  necessary  in  order  to  support  the  title  shewn  by  the 
Plaintiff;  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  in  order  to  force  a  title  upon  the 
Defendant,  depending  upon  the  will  of  Dr.  Clarke^  should,  notwith- 
standing such  condition,  shew  that  Dr.  Clarke  was  entitled  to  the 
property  at  the  date  of  his  will,  which  he  had  not  done. 

The  answer  then  set  out  the  effect  of  the  deeds  of  the  7th  of 
July,  1853,  and  the  2nd  of  AprO,  1867,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
that  the  parties  who  assumed  to  convey  the  legal  estate  by  the 
deed  of  April,  1867,  had  only  a  power  of  sale,  and  no  power  to 
confirm  an  old  sale  made  in  1824,  and  that  there  was  a  defect 
in  the  title  which  the  Pfaintiff  was  unable,  or  declined  to  remove  ^ 
for  that,  according  to  the  recitals  in  these  deeds,  it  appeared  that 
the  property  was  originally  devised  by  a  Hr.  Woodroffe  to  trustees 
upon  trust  to  settle,  as  therein  described,  with  a  power  of  sale» 
That  in  1824  the  trustees  of  the  will  entered  into  a  contract  for 
sale  to  Dr.  A.  Clarke  before  a  settlement  had  been  made.  That 
Dr.  A,  Clarke  disputed  the  title,  and  thereupon  the  purchase- 
money  was  invested  by  him  until  a  settlement  was  made  and  the 
contract  confirmed.  That  a  settlement  was  made  in  1853  by 
direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  containing  the  usual  power  of 
sale,  but  no  reference  to  the  sale  to  Dr.  A.  Clarke.  That  the  pro- 
perty increased  in  value.  That  in  1867  the  trustee  of  the  settle- 
ment of  1853,  not  having  the  legal  estate,  but  only  a  power  of  sale, 
purported  to  execute  the  power  by  confirming  the  old  sale  of  1824, 
and  that  this  was  not  within  his  i)ower  of  sale. 

The  Defendant  alleged  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  evidence  of 
the  title  of  Dr.  Clarke  prior  to  his  will,  and  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  contract 
were  not  binding  upon  him,  and  ho  was  entitled  to  have  an  open 
reference  as  to  title. 

The  Plaintiff,  by  his  amended  biU,  insisted  that  the  Defendant, 
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by  the  terms  of  the  4th  condition,  was  bound  to  assume  that  Dr.     y.-o.  H. 
Clarke^  at  the  date  of  his  will,  was  beneficially  entitled  to  the       1875 
property,  even  though  by  the  letter  of  the  condition  he  might    harhktt 
not  be  so  bound.    That  the  property  had  been  held  by  the  Plain-      ^  *- 

tiff  and  by  his  predecessors  in  title  under  the  will  of  Dr.  Clarke       

on  the  assumption  that  the  testator  was  beneficially  entitled  at 
his  death,  and  that  this  was,  for  all  practical  purposes,  identical 
with  the  assumption  that  he  was  so  entitled  at  the  date  of  his 
wilL 

Mr.  Qlasse^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  Wilkinson,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  purchaser  is  bound  by  the  conditions  of  sale.  There  is 
nothing  unfeur  or  misleading  in  the  statement  that  Dr.  Clarke  was 
beneficially  entitled  to  the  property  at  the  date  of  his  will  He 
bad  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  estate  some 
years  prior  to  his  death,  but  at  that  time  the  yendor  was  unable 
to  complete  the  title ;  the  consequence  was  that  the  purchase- 
money  was  invested  untQ  the  oonyeyance  could  be  executed,  but 
the  money  found  its  way  into  the  right  hands;  and  whether  or  not 
the  conditions  of  sale  were  technically  and  strictly  accurate,  the 
Defendant  was  not  misled  by  the  statement,  which  was  practically 
correct.  We  say,  therefore,  that  the  Defendant  was  bound  to 
assume  under  the  4th  condition  that  Dr.  Clarke  was  beneficially 
entitled  to  the  property  which  has  ever  since  been  held  under  the 
will  by  the  Plaintiff  and  those  who  preceded  him  in  title.  A 
question  yery  similar  to  this  w^  decided  in  Hume  ▼•  Ben&ey  (1). 
In  that  case,  upon  a  sale  by  auction  of  leasehold  property,  one  of 
the  conditions  was  that  the  lessor's  title  would  not  be  shewn,  and 
should  not  be  inquired  into.  It  then  appeared  upon  certain  Acts 
of  Parliament  produced  by  the  purchaser  that  the  lessor  had  no 
power  to  lease  the  premises,  but  it  was  held  that  the  condition  ' 
precluded  the  purchaser  from  inquiring  into  the  lessor's  title  for 
every  purpose,  and  specific  performance  was  decreed. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Philljpotts,  for  the  Defendant : — 

The  Plaintiff  avers  that  a  title  is  shewn  according  to  the  con- 
tract   The  4th  condition  distinctly  states  that  the  purchaser  shall 

(1)  6  De  G.  &  Sm.  620. 
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y.-0.  M.     assume  that  Dr.  darke  was  at  his  death  beneficially  entitled  to 
1875       the  property  in  fee  simple  free  from  incumbrances.    It  now  turns 
Habhitt    out  that  Dr.  Clarke^  at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  no  title  what- 
Baksb.      ^^^  beyond  possession  of  the  property.    He  had  entered  into  a 
—        contract  for  purchase,  but  the  vendor  was  unable  to  make  a  title, 
and  consequently  the  purchase-money  was  invested  by  him,  but 
the  money  had  not  been  paid  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  was 
not  paid  till  1867.   The  vendor  cannot,  therefore,  say  he  was  bene- 
ficially entitled  in  fee  simple  free  from  incumbrances.    The  rule 
is,  that  the  conditions  of  sale  must  be  made  in  good  &ith,  and  the 
vendor  must  not  state  or  suggest  things  which  are  not  true.    We 
contend  that  this  suggestion  is  not  true,  and  that  it  is  unfair 
and  misleading.    We  have  shewn  by  our  answer  that  it  appears 
upon  the  abstract  that  a  good  title  cannot  be  shewn,  but  wo 
submit  that  we  are  not  bound  to  prove  that  the  title  is  bad.    It 
is  for  the  Plaintiff  to  make  out  his  title  in  conformity  with  the 
conditions  of  sale.    This  he  has  failed  to  do,  and  we  are  entitled 
to  have  the  bill  dismissed ;  but  still  we  are  willing  to  take  an  open 
reference  as  to  title.     The  vendor  relies  on  Hvme  v.  BefiUey  (!)• 
But  the  later  cases  shew  that  where  the  conditions  are  uufSedr 
or  misleading  the  C!ourt  will  not  hold  the  purchaser  bound  hj 
them. 
[Counsel  for  the  Defendant  were  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply : — 

The  only  objection  to  the  title  is,  that  Mr.  Woodroffe  gave  the 
property  to  trustees  to  settle,  and  directed  that  the  settlement 
should  contain  a  power  of  sale.  Instead  of  settling  the  property^ 
the  trustees  of  the  will  in  1824  themselves  sold  it.  On  account 
of  the  doubt  whether  or  not  they  had  power  to  do  so,  the  purchase* 
money  was  invested,  but  the  purchaser  took  and  retained  posses* 
sion.  In  1858  a  proper  settlement,  with  power  of  sale,  was  eze* 
cuted ;  and  in  1867  the  trustee  of  that  settlement  executed  the 
power  of  sale  by  confirming  the  sale  of  1824,  and  received  the 
purchase-money.  A  trustee  with  power  of  sale  has  power  to  con* 
firm  a  former  sale :  Thomas  v.  Bering  (2).  This  being  the  state 
of  the  title,  we  were  justified  in  making  these  conditions. 

(1)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  520.  (2)  1  Eeeo,  729. 
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Sib  R  Mauns,  V,C.  :—  v.-o.  M. 

The  sole  qnestion  in  this  case  tamB  upon  the  manner  in  which  ^^ 
the  Tender's  title  is  to  he  made  out.  The  yendor,  the  Plaintiff,  Hkssvrr 
ccmtends  that  the  Defendant  is  honnd  by  certain  conditions  of  sale  Bakbb. 
mider  which  the  property  was  sold ;  and  it  is  clear  that  conditions 
of  sale  fairly  and  honestly  made,  not  founded  on  any  erroneous  state- 
ment, are  binding.  But  it  is  equally  dear,  and  I  think  it  is  most 
important  it  should  be  understood,  that  although  a  vendor  is  at 
liberty  to  introduce  special  conditions  of  sale  he  must  not  make 
them  the  means  of  entrapping  the  purchaser,  and  they  must  not 
be  foanded  on  any  erroneous  statement  of  fact.  There  must  be 
fiedr  and  honest  dealing  in  the  transaction,  and  on  that  principle 
only  special  conditions  are  sanctioned.  Formerly  there  was  con- 
siderably more  doubt  on  this  part  of  the  case  than  there  is  now, 
because  at  one  time  it  was  held  in  the  common  cases  of  stipula- 
tioDB  as  to  leasehold  property,  and  it  was  a  yery  prudent  and 
proper  stipulation,  that  the  vendor  should  not  be  bound  to  shew 
the  lessor's  title.  In  the  case  of  Spratt  v.  Jeffery  (1)  it  was  held 
that  a  stipulation  precluding  the  purchaser  from  inquiring  into 
the  lessor's  title  was  valid.  That  was  afterwards  thoughib  to  be 
unreasonable,  and  therefore,  in  the  cases  of  Shepherd  v.  KeaUey  (2) 
and  Warren  v.  Bicihardson  (3),  it  was  decided,  and  it  is  now  finally 
settled  as  a  rule  of  law,  that  although  there  be  a  stipulation  that 
the  title  of  the  lessor  is  not  to  be  shewn,  although  there  may  be 
any  stipulation  that  a  certain  fact  is  not  to  be  required  to  be 
shewn,  if  it  turns  out  in  the  first  case  that  the  lessor's  title  is 
bady  and,  in  the  second  case,  that  the  statement  of  the  &LCit  is  erro- 
neous, the  purchaser  may  take  advantage  of  the  error,  and  although 
he  is  prima  faeie  bound  by  the  conditions,  in  the  result  he  is  not 
bound  at  all.  Take  the  case  of  Warren  v.  Bichardson.  There  the 
property  was  agreed  to  be  let,  and  the  title  accepted,  subject  to 
certain  inquiries  in  Chambers,  and  it  turned  out  that  the  title  of 
the  Plaintiff  was,  in  point  of  fact,  bad  for  this  reason — ^it  was  an 
agreement  for  a  lease  of  one  house,  and  it  turned  out  that  that 
bouse  and  another  were  held  by  the  Plaintiff  under  the  same  lease, 
at  an  entire  rent,  so  that  the  underlessee  of  house  No.  1,  though 

(1)  10  B.  a?  a  249.  (2)  1  G.  M.  &  B.  117. 

(3)  You.  1. 
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V.-G.  H.     he  performed  all  his  conditions,  would  be  liable  to  be  evicted  if 
1875       the  owner  of  No.  2  failed  in  the  performance  of  his  conditions. 

Habheit    ^^^^  haying  come  out  in  the  course  of  investigation,  it  was  held 
to  be  a  &tal  objection,  and  the  bill  was  ultimately  dismissed. 

In  the  present  case,  it  appears  that  Dr.  Adam  Clarke,  in  the 
year  1824,  was  desirous  of  purchasing  this  property,  and  did  pur- 
chase it,  as  he  conceived,  but  the  state  of  things  at  that  time  did 
not  enable  the  parties  to  make  a  title.  The  consequence  of  that 
was,  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  hand  into  which  he  could 
properly  pay  his  purchase-money,  nobody  at  that  time  competent 
to  give  him  a  receipt  for  it — not  because  he  was  unable  or  unwil- 
ling to  pay  the  purchase-money,  but  because  he  could  not  get  a 
discharge  for  it — he  retained  the  money  and  invested  it»  and  held 
it  ever  since,  till  the  time  of  the  final  completion  of  the  contract,  at 
the  disposal  of  the  parties  who  might  ultimately  have  to  receive  it. 
The  consequence  of  that  was,  if  I  am  right  in  my  assumption  of 
the  fact,  that  Dr.  Clarke  could  not  have  a  good  equitable  title  to 
this  property  unless  he  had  a  contract  signed  by  the  persons  who 
had  the  control  over  the  fee  simple.  But  if  he  had  a  contract 
signed  by  such  persons,  then  he  had  a  good  equitable  title.  Still, 
however,  he  could  not  have  a  good  equitable  title  free  from  in- 
cumbrances unless  he  paid  the  purchase-money.  First,  there  is 
considerable  doubt  whether  he  had  a  contract  signed  by  the  parties 
who  had  the  control  over  the  fee  simple ;  if  not,  then  he  was  not 
equitably  seised  in  fee.  At  any  rate,  there  seems  no  dispute,  as  I 
understand,  that  the  purchase-money  was  not  paid  in  1829,  and 
was  not  paid  when  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  died.  But  if  he  was  in  pos- 
session by  virtue  of  a  good  equitable  title,  assuming  that  all 
.  necessary  parties  signed  the  contract,  he  was  not  then  a  purchaser 
free  from  incumbrances,  because  the  whole  purchase-money  was  an 
incumbrance  on  the  estate.  There  was  a  lien  on  it  for  the  unpaid 
purchase-money,  and  a  man  who  has  got  into  possession  of  an 
estate  whi  ch  he  has  contracted  to  purchase  and  has  not  paid  for 
cannot  fairly  state  himself  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  free  from  incum- 
brances. What  is  required  ?  It  is  required  that  all  conditions  of 
sale  should  be  fairly  and  truly  stated.  They  must  not  entrap 
the  purchaser  by  any  erroneous  statement  of  facts — and  here 
there  is  a  most  erroneous  statement  of  facts — because  if  this 
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condition  were  adhered  to,  the  vendors  wonld  simply  put  in  the     V.-C.  M. 
will  of  Dr.  Clarke  and  say,  "  Here  is  the  contract  of  1824,  by  which       1875 
he  acquired  a  good  equitable  title  in  1824  free  from  all  incum-    habnkpt 
brances ;  here  is  his  will  in  1829,  giving  it  to  the  persons  who  now      ^  ^- 

shew  title ;"  and  thus  they  might  put  it  as  free  from  all  incum-       

brances  while  the  purchase-money  remained  unpaid.    I  am  not 
saying  there  was  anything  improper — it  was  an  erroneous  view  of 
the  case.     The  statement  is  that  ''The  title  of  the  beneficial 
ownership  of  the  property  shall  commence  with  the  will  of  Dr. 
Adam  Clarke^  dated  17th  of  August,  1829,  and  the  purchaser  shall 
assume  that  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  was  at  his  death  beneficially  entitled 
to  the  property  in  fee  simple  free  from  incumbrances.''    That  is 
erroneous.    Therefore  I  say,  if,  on  investigation  of  the  title,  it 
turned  out  that  that  was  erroneous,  that  would  have  been  an  objec- 
tion to  the  title.    It  is  now  made  apparent  to  the  Court  that  it  is 
erroneous,  and  I  can  give  no  encouragement  to  the  operation  of 
erroneous  conditions  of  sale.    I  must  have  objected  to  that  stipu- 
lation when  it  turned  out  that  it  was  erroneous  if  it  was  heard  in 
Chambers,  and  I  must  equally  object  now  at  the  hearing  of  the 
cause.    Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  inasmuch  as  it  is  open  to  the 
purchaser  to  shew  it  was  an  erroneous  statement  in  the  investiga- 
tion of  title,  that  I  cannot  oblige  him  to  go  into  investigation  of 
title  on  that  point  which  is  now  apparently  erroneous  at  the  hear- 
ing of  the  cause.   The  case  of  Hume  v.  BenOey  (1)  was  cited.   That 
was  decided  twenty  years  ago  by  Sir  James  Parker.    It  was  a  case 
going  £ar  beyond  Spratt  v.  Jeffery  (2),  and  that  class  of  cases, 
because  there  was  a  stipulation,  not  only  that  the  title  should  not 
be  investigated,  but  even  that  it  should  not  be  questioned.  There- 
fore it  was  most  properly,  in  my  opinion,  held  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  parties  thought  proper  to  enter  into  a  condition  that  they 
not  only  would  not  require,  but  would  not  investigate,  the  title  of 
the  lessor,  it  was  not  open  to  them  to  go  into  any  investigation  or 
question  of  it  whatever.    In  this  case,  if  the  parties  had  stipulated 
that  the  fact  that  Dr.  Clarke  had  been  seised  in  fee  equitably  free 
from  incumbrances  sliould  not  be  questioned,  then  Bwine  v.  Bentley 
might  have  applied;  but  as  it  stands  at  present,  in  my  opinion  it 
has  no  application  to  the  case. 

(1)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  520.  (2)  10  B.  &  C.  249. 
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y.-O.  Bl         Then  there  is  this  stipulation  afterwards :  **  The  purchaser  shall 

1875        not  require  the  production  of^  or  inyestigate,  or  make  any  objec- 

Habnett     tion  or  requisition  in  respect  of  any  matter  prior  to  the  commenoe- 

B^xB.      J^®^*  o^  ^i*H  whether  appearing  in  the  abstract  or  not."  The  first 

part  of  that  condition  provides  that  the  17th  of  August^  1829,  is 

to  be  the  commencement  of  the  title ;  there  is,  thereforci  to  be  no 
investigation  of  title  before  that  time ;  that  is  binding.  There  must 
not  nowy  if  this  goes  to  Chambers,  be  any  investigation  of  title 
anterior  to  the  17th  of  August,  1829. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  these  grounds,  inasmuch  as  the  condition  is 
founded  on  an  erroneous  statement  of  fieicts — a  statement  of  hcta 
which  the  vendor  was  bound  to  know  was  erroneous — ^that  it  cannot 
be  enforced  on  the  purchaser.  The  result  is,  that  the  Plaintiff 
must  either  take  a  reference,  an  open  reference  to  title  generally^ 
whether  a  good  title  can  be  found,  or  else  he  must  have  his  bill 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Does  the  Plaintiff  elect  to  take  an  open  investigation  of  title, 
or  does  he  elect  to  have  his  bill  dismissed  ? 

Mr.  Olasse : — I  elect  not  to  take  the  reference. 

The  Vice-Chancbllob  : — It  will  be  better  to  say :  The  Court 
being  of  opinion  that  the  fourth  condition  of  sale  is  founded  on  an 
erroneous  statement  of  facts,  it  is  not  binding  on  the  purchaser ; 
and  the  Defendant  having  offered  the  Plaintiff  to  take  an  open 
reference  to  title,  and  the  Plaintiff  declining,  let  the  bill  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Pawle  &  Fearon. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Walker  db  Martineau. 
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In  re  BANGOE  AND  PORTMADOC  SLATE  AND  SLAB   v.^.  M. 

COMPANY.  im 


Wwding^up—Disinlrtttum  €f  Surplus — Priority  of  Prtference  Shareholders,        -^P"^  24. 

A  oompany  haying  power  to  increase  its  capital  to  such  amount  and  upon 
such  terms,  and  either  with  or  without  special  priyileges  or  preferences  to  the 
holders  of  the  shares  in  such  increased  capital,  as  they  should  deem  ex- 
pedient, raised  farther  capital  by  the  issue  of  preference  shares  entitled  to  a 
preferential  interest  of  10  per  cent  per  annum ;  the  amount  of  such  shares 
to  be  repaid  on  six  months'  notice  with  25  per  cent,  bonus,  such  payment  of 
interest,  repayment,  and  bonus  to  take  place  before  any  dividend,  interest,  or 
other  money  was  payable  to  the  original  shareholders.  The  company  was 
wound  up,  and  after  payment  of  debts  there  remained  a  surplus  for  distri- 
bution : — 

Jldd^  that  the  company  had  conferred  a  preference  as  to  capital,  as  well  as 
dividend,  upon  the  new  shareholders,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  the 
surplus  assets  in  priority  to  the  original  shareholders. 

I  HTR  was  an  adjourned  sammons,  on  the  application  of  the 
liquidators  of  the  Bcmgor  and  Partmadoc  Slate  and  Slab  Company, 
that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  distribute  the  surplus  assets  of 
the  company  in  their  hands  on  such  conditions  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Court  should  think  fit.  The  company  was  formed 
in  February,  1857,  with  a  capital  of  £105,000,  divided  into  5250 
shares  of  £20  each,  for  working  certain  slate  mines  in  North 
Woks. 
By  the  articles  of  association  it  was  provided  as  follows : — 

''  11.  The  company  in  general  meeting  may  increase  its  capital 
to  such  amount  and  upon  such  terms,  and  either  with  or  without 
special  privileges  or  preferences  to  the  holders  of  the  shares  in 
such  increased  capital,  as  it  may  from  time  to  time  deem  ex- 
pedient, and  the  same  shall  be  increased  accordingly." 

^  16.  Such  increased  capital  shall  be  raised  by  the  issue  of  new 
shares  of  such  amount  as  the  company  in  general  meeting  may 
determine  upon,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  several  provisions 
hereinbefore  contained,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  part 
of  the  original  capital." 


(to  EQUITT  CASEa  [L.  B. 

V.-a  M.         At  an  extraordinary  general  meeting  of  the  company,  held  on 
1875       the  21st  of  April,  1863,  the  following  resolution  was  passed : — 


In  re  **  That  further  capital  of  £5250  be  raised  by  the  issue  of  a  like 

PoBTMADoo   number  of  preference  shares  of  £1  each,  entitled  to  a  preferential 

^^'s^^^    interest  of  10  per  cent,  per  annum,  the  amount  of  such  shares  (or 

CoMPAMY.    gueh  part  thereof  as  may  have  been  paid  up)  to  be  repaid  on  six 

months'  notice  to  expire  at  any  time,  with  25  per  cent,  bonus ; 

such  payment  of  interest,  repayment,  and  bonus  to  take  place 

before  any  dividend,  interest,  or  other  money  is  jpayable  to  the 

original  shareholders  of  the  company,  and  at  such  time  as  may  be 

determined  by  resolution  of  a  general  meeting  called  for  that 

purpose,  but  at  which  only  the  holders  of  original  shares  shall 

have  votes." 

In  April,  1870,  the  company  was  wound  up  voluntarily,  and  the 
voluntary  winding-up  was  continued  under  supervision  by  an 
order  made  in  July,  1870.  The  liquidators  had  paid  all  the  debts 
of  the  company,  and  they  had  now  a  surplus  in  hand  of  £4594,  to 
be  distributed  among  the  shareholders  in  such  proportion  as  the 
Court  should  direct. 

Mr.  BiffffinSf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eey,  for  the  preference  share- 
holders : — 

The  only  question  upon  this  summons  is,  whether  the  surplus 
remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  liquidators,  after  paying  the  debts 
of  the  company,  is  to  be  distributed  among  the  whole  body  of 
shareholders,  or  whether  the  preference  shareholders  are  to  have  a 
priority  over  the  original  shareholders.  Nothing  can  be  more 
distinct  than  the  termsT  of  the  articles  of  association,  which  provide 
that  the  company  may  increase  its  capital  to  such  amount  and 
upon  such  terms,  and  either  with  or  without  special  privileges  or 
preferences  to  the  holders  of  the  shares  in  such  increased  capital  as 
it  should  deem  expedient.  The  company,  therefore,  having  full 
power  to  raise  money  by  means  of  preference  shares,  provided  by 
the  resolution  of  April,  1863,  that  such  preference  shares  should  be 
paid  interest,  repaid  capital,  and  receive  a  bonus  upon  being  paid 
off.  The  only  ground  that  can  be  suggested  for  opposing  payment 
of  the  capital  held  by  the  preference  shareholders  in  priority 
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to  the  genend  body  of  shareholders,  is  the  case  of  Sutton  y.     v.-o.  Bl 
Scarhorouffh  Cliff  Hoid  Company  (1),  where  it  was  held  that  the       1875 
company  had  no  power  to  issue  preference  shares ;  but  the  answer       ^^7e 
to  that  case  is  that  the  articles  gave  no  power,  and  that  the  issaing   p^JJ2^^ 
of  preference  shares  was  done  without  authority.      Here  the   ^^'^  ahd 

•Slab 

articles  gave  power  to  issue  preference  shares,  and  the  company  Oompaht. 
only  acted  upon  that  express  power.  That  case  has  really  nothing 
to  do  with  the  point  raised  here.  Mdhado  v.  EamiUan  (2)  was  a 
case  of  a  similar  kind,  where  it  was  held  that  the  company  had  no 
power  to  issue  the  shares,  and  consequently  the  resolution  to  do  so 
was  void.  In  Harrison  v.  Mexican  BaUway  Company  (3)  it  was 
decided  that  the  company  was  not  precluded  firom  issuing  prefer- 
ence shares  under  the  terms  of  their  articles  of  association. 

Even  if  the  resolution  of  April,  1863,  was  invalid,  still  as  the 
company  accepted  the  money  for  the  purpose  of  the  undertaking, 
and  confirmed  the  resolution,  and  adopted  all  the  proceedings,  they 
cannot  now  escape  from  their  b'ability.  The  company  acted  upon 
the  resolution  for  seven  years,  and  if  it  was  originally  void,  still  it 
has  been  ratified  and  confirmed  by  the  company.  This  was  the  case 
in  Biehe  v.  Ashhury  Bailway  Carriage  and  Iron  Company  (4),  where 
it  was  held  that  though  the  contracts  were  tUird  vires,  they  had  been 
ratified  by  the  shareholders.  The  case  of  Phosphate  of  Lime  Comr 
pony  V.  Ghreen  (5)  went  still  further,  for  it  was  held  su£Scient  to 
shew  circumstances  which  were  reasonably  calculated  to  satisfy 
the  Court  that  the  thing  to  be  ratified  had  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  all  who  chose  to  inquire. 

Then,  as  to  the  question  whether  this  is  a  preference  of  capital 
as  well  as  dividend,  there  is  the  case  of  In  re  London  India  Bubber 
Company  (6),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  surplus  assets  were 
distributable  between  both  classes  of  shareholders  pro  rata,  but  that 
was  decided  upon  the  terms  of  the  contract,  which  provided  that 
at  a  particular  time  the  two  classes  of  shares  were  to  be  placed  on 
an  equality,  and  there  was  no  provision  applicable  to  the  capital 
of  the  company.    This  is  a  very  different  case,  because  the  resolu* 

(1)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  514,  521.  (4)  Law  Rep.  9  Ex.  224  fsince  re- 

(2)  21  W.  K.  619.  versed,  Dom.  Proc. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  358.  (5)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  43. 

(6)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  519. 
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y.-O.  M.     tion  is  distinct,  that  there  is  to  be  a  repayment  of  the  amount  of 
1875        the  shares  before  any  dividend,  interest,  or  other  money  is  payable 
In  re       ^  ^^  original  shareholders. 
Bangoe  and      jf  ^0  ^^Q  jjQ^  preference  shareholders,  we  are  not  shareholders  at 
Slate  ahd   all ;  but  the  resolution  is  an  express  contract  between  the  original 
CoMPAiTT.    and  preferential  shareholders,  and  it  does  not  lie  with  them  to 
object  to  our  claims  under  that  contract ;  and  the  case  would  come 
under  the  decision  in  In  re  Cork  and  Youghd  BaUway  Company  (I), 
where  it  was  decided  that  the  holders  of  instruments  under  the 
seal  of  a  railway  company,  given  with  the  knowledge  of  the  share- 
holders, have  a  valid  claim  against  the  assets  of  the  company,  so 
far  as  the  company  had  the  benefit  of  the  money  in  respect  of 
which  the  instruments  were  given. 

Under  these  circumstances,  we  submit  that  we  are  entitled 
to  a  distribution  of  the  surplus  in  priority  to  the  original  share- 
holders. 

Mr.  J.  Paaraati,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Tr&ndett^  for  the  trustees  of  the 
Bangor  mining  property,  submitted  that  before  the  shareholders 
were  entitled  to  share  in  the  surplus,  they  were  bound  to  exe- 
cute a  deed  to  indemnify  the  trustees  against  the  covenants 
entered  into  by  them,  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  received  by  the 
shareholders  respectively,  and  cited  Phene  v.  OiUan  (2).  They 
also  supported  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  preference  share- 
holders. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Loughborough^  for  the  ordinary  share- 
holders : — 

In  our  view  of  this  question,  it  all  depends  upon  the  words  of 
the  resolution  of  April,  1863.  We  admit  that  the  company  had 
power  to  raise  new  capital,  and  we  admit  that  they  did  resolve 
upon  giving  a  preferential  dividend  to  the  new  shareholders ;  but 
we  say  that  there  is  no  provision  for  any  preferential  payment  in 
respect  of  capital  upon  the  winding-up.  The  resolution  of  the 
company  is  to  be  read  with  the  terms  of  the  articles  of  association, 
which  provide  that  such  increased  capital  shall  be  raised  by  the 
issue  of  new  shares  of  such  amount  as  the  company  may  determine 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  748.  (2)  5  Hare,  1. 
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upon,  '^  and  shall  be  sabject  to  the  several  provisions  hereinbefore     V.-G.  M. 
contained,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  part  of  the  original       1875 
capital."    The  resolution  passed  at  the  general  meeting  was  never       j^ 
intended  and  could  not  go  beyond  the  powers  given  by  the  articles  p^^^^^ 
of  association.    The  company  had  only  power  to  raise  new  capital    Slats  asd 
m  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  formed  part  of  the  original  capitaL     Comjjsrx. 
Then  the  resolution  is  in  conformity  with  that  power ;  that  is,  they       """^ 
resolved  that  the  further  capital  be  raised  by  the  issue  of  prefer- 
ence shares  of  £1  each,  entitled  to  a  preferential  interest  of  10  per 
cent  per  annum.    After  that  it  goes  on  to  provide  for  a  case  which 
did  not  happen — that  is,  ^  the  amount  of  such  shares  to  be  repaid 
in  six  months,  notice  being  given  of  such  repayment."    So  that, 
if  notice  was  given  to  these  new  shareholders  that  the  capital  then 
raised  was  to  be  paid  off,  then  the  new  shareholders  would  be  en- 
titled to  receive  their  capital  with  25  per  cent  bonus;  and  in 
that  case  the  payment  of  interest,  repayment  of  capital  and  bonus 
was  to  take  place  in  priority  to  the  original  shareholders.    This 
clause  provides,  therefore,  for  the  case  of  notice  being  given  to  pay 
off  the  new  shareholders ;  but  as  no  notice  was  given,  the  case  did 
not  arise ;  and  in  default  of  such  notice  the  new  shareholders  are 
to  hold  their  shares  subject  to  the  several  provisions  contained 
in  the  articles  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  part  of 
the  original  capitaL    It  is  cleeur  that  no  special  provision  was 
made  for  the  event  of  a  distribution  of  surplus  assets  after  wind- 
ing up. 

The  only  case  which  applies  to  this  is  that  of  In  re  London  India 
Bubber  Compcmy  (1).  There  there  were  two  sets  of  shareholders : 
the  A  shareholders  contributed  the  money,  and  the  B  shareholders 
contributed  the  value  of  the  patent  rights  which  were  to  be  worked, 
for  which  they  were  to  receive  their  shares  as  fiiUy  paid  up,  and 
the  A  shareholders  were  to  receive  out  of  the  profits  the  whole 
amount  of  their  capital  with  interest  at  £7  lOs.  per  cent,  before 
the  B  shareholders  could  participate  in  the  profits.  The  company 
was  wound  up,  and  it  was  held  that,  no  profits  having  been  realized, 
and  there  being  a  provision  only  for  preferential  dividend,  and 
no  provision  as  to  the  division  of  capital  upon  breaking  up,  the 
surplus  assets  must  be  distributed  between  both  classes  of  share- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  519. 
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V.-O.  M.  holders,  fro  rata,  without  reference  to  their  rights  in  respect  of 

1875  dividend.    This  case  appears  to  decide  the  question  raised  here, 

inr^  and  we  therefore  claim  to  have  the  surplus  assets  distributed 

PobotSIdoc^  equally  between  both  the  original  and  preference  shareholders. 

Slats  A2n> 

Blab  ]jjp  Begindld  Hughes,  for  the  official  liquidators. 


Company. 


Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  law  is  settled  that  where  a  company  is  formed  with  a  pro- 
vision as  to  raising  additional  capital,  they  cannot  create  pre- 
ference stock  or  shares  unless  they  have  express  power  to  do  so. 
It  was  not  doubted  in  Hultan  v.  Scarborough  Hotel  Company  (1) 
and  in  Mdhado  v.  Hamilton  (2)  that  if  the  articles  authorized  the 
raising  of  preference  shares,  not  only  as  to  dividend  but  as  to 
capital,  in  the  event  of  breaking  up,  then  the  company  might 
pass  such  a  resolution  as  would  effect  their  object. 

The  question  is  whether  the  articles  in  this  case  do  authorize  the 
company  to  charge  their  property,  not  only  with  a  preferential 
payment  of  dividend,  but  also  of  capital,  in  case  of  the  company 
being  wound  up. 

It  is  not  disputed  in  this  case  that  they  had  power  to  give  a 
preferential  dividend,  and  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  capital. 
It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  articles  of  association  did  authorize  the 
creation  of  preference  shares,  having  such  privileges  as  the  com- 
pany should  think  fit,  including  a  preference  in  every  respect, 
both  as  to  dividend  and[as  to  capital ;  and  it  seems  highly  probable 
that  unless  a  company  could  give  such  preference,  they  would 
frequently  be  unable  to  raise  the  money  they  require  for  the  un- 
dertaking. 

Then  the  only  remaining  question  is  whether  they  have  exercised 
their  power  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  a  preference  6s  to  capital 
as  well  as  dividend.  That  depends  upon  the  resolution  of  April, 
1863,  and,  from  the  terms  of  that  resolution,  I  am  quite  clear  that 
the  power  was  executed,  and  that  a  priority  was  given  to  the  new 
shareholders.  The  surplus  assets  must  therefore  be  distributed 
among  the  preference  shareholders  pro  raia,  in  repayment  of  their 
capital  and  interest,  in  accordance  with  the  resolution  of  April, 
(1)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  614,  621.  (2)  21  W.  R.  619. 
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1863^  in  priority  to  the  ordinary  shareholders.    I  think  the     V.-a  M. 
trostees  are  entitled  to  the  indemnity  they  require.    The  costs  of        1875 
all  parties  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  j^ 

Bangob  and- 

Solicitors  for  the  Preference  Shareholders :  Messrs.  Hiffsy  Russell,    sla™  and 
it  lUfe. 

Solicitors  for  the  Ordinary  Shareholders :  Messrs.  Masterman, 
H^hes,  &  Co. 

Solicitor  for  the  Trustees :  Mr.  BaUman  Harcaurt. 


Slab 

Ck)MFAll7. 


MoKBWAN  V.  SANDERSON.  v.-c.  m. 


[1872    M.    198.] 
Li^daiion^Cdmpontian — Undue  Advantage  hy  Creditors. 

A  banker  holding  bills  and  acceptances  as  a  security  for  advances  made  to 
a  cnstomer,  took  a  guarantee  from  the  brother  of  the  customer  that  the  loss 
of  the  bank  should  not  exceed  £2000.  This  transaction  took  place  after  the 
customer  had  commenced  proceedings  for  the  liquidation  of  his  affairs,  and 
unknown  to  his  other  creditors,  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  bauk  from  op- 
posing a  composition : — 

Hdd^  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  banker  to  enforce  performance  of  the  agree* 
ment,  that  the  arrangement,  which  would  have  the  effect  of  giving  one 
creditor  a  secret  advantage  over  the  others,  could  not  be  sustained,  and  the- 
bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

Motion  for  decree. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  public  officer  of  the  London  and 
Cknmty  Bank  to  enforce  against  the  Defendant  Oeorge  Sanderson 
a  guarantee  given  by  him  to  the  bank  under  these  circumstances : 
In  May,  1864,  James  Sanderson^  the  brother  of  the  Defendant,. 
opened  an  account  with  the  London  and  County  Bank  at  their 
Holbom  branch,  and  in  the  usual  course  of  business  the  bank  dis- 
counted for  him  and  placed  to  his  credit  the  proceeds  of  discount 
of  diverB  bills  of  exchange,  some  of  which  were  accepted  by  James 
Sanderson,  and  some  were  drawn  or  indorsed  by  him  and  accepted 
by  other  persons.  At  the  end  of  August  and  beginning  of  Sep- 
tember, 1870,  James  Sanderson  was  indebted  to  the  bank  in  a  sum 
exceeding  £6800,  against  which  the  bank  held  acceptances  which 
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V.-G.  M.     they  had  discounted  for  Jamei  Sanderson  to  about  the  amount  of 

1875        his  debt.    James  Sanderson  was  then  in  difficulties^  and  proposed 

MoKxwAM    ^  niake  some  arrangement  with  his  creditors  by  way  of  liquida- 

„     ^-         tion,  and  on  the  28th  of  July,  1870,  he  filed  in  the  Court  of 

Bankruptcy  a  petition  for  liquidation  or  composition.    On  the 

30th  of  August,  1870,  a  statement  of  his  affairs  was  filed  in  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  whereby  it  appeared  that  the  bank  were 
among  his  creditors.  On  the  27th  of  August,  1870,  the  first 
meeting  of  his  creditors  took  place,  and  notice  of  such  meeting 
was  given  to  the  bank,  and  Mr.  Oarland,  as  the  representative  of 
the  bank,  was  then  present  At  that  meeting  a  proposition  was 
made  that  the  creditors  should  accept  2a.  6d,  in  the  pound,  but 
Mr.  Oarland  declined  to  accept  the  proposal,  and  the  bank  being 
the  largest  creditor  of  James  Sanderson,  the  proposal  was  not 
accepted,  and  the  meeting  was  adjourned  to  the  7th  of  September 
following.  On  that  day  the  Defendant  and  his  brother  applied  to 
the  bank  to  forbear  pressing  James  Sanderson  into  bankruptcy  or 
proving  on  bis  estate,  and  to  give  time  for  realizing  the  accept- 
aiices  as  against  other  persons  liable  thereon,  upon  the  terms  of  a 
'  guarantee  to  be  given  by  the  Defendant  that  the  bank  should  not 
ultimately  lose  moro  than  £2000  on  James  Sanderson's  account 
The  bank  accepted  the  proposal,  and  the  Defendant  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  the  bank : — 

^'  Gentlemen, — Beferring  to  the  statement  shewing  a  list  of 
acceptances  to  the  drafts  of  Mr.  Jas.  Sa/ndersan,  and  acceptances 
of  Mr.  Jas,  Sanderson  to  various  drafts,  amounting  in  the  aggre- 
gate to  the  sum  of  £7218  Is.  4(2.,  under  discount  with  your  bank 
and  for  various  good  considerations,  I  heroby  guarantee  the  bank 
that  the  ultimate  loss  to  the  bank,  in  respect  of  the  said  accept- 
ances and  drafts,  shall  not  amount  to  more  than  the  sum  of 
£2000.  And  I  hereby  undertake  to  pay  to  the  said  bank  within 
nine  months  from  this  date  such  sum  as  shall  be  found  to  be  then 
due  to  the  bank  in  respect  of  acceptances  and  drafts  beyond  the 
loss  above  mentioned,  namely,  £2000 ;  and  I  further  undertake  to 
sign  such  further  or  other  guarantee  embodying  the  terms  of  this 
guarantee  and  arrangement,  to  be  settled  and  approved  by  our 
respective  soUcitors.    Signed,  Qeorge  Sanderson'* 

At  the  date  of  this  guarantee  the  acceptances  discounted  for 
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James  Sanderson  by  the  bank^  and  on  which  he  was  liable  to  the     VrO.  St 
bank,  amounted  to  £6896.  1875 

In  consideration  of  the  guarantee  the  bank  forebore  to  take    mcKbwak 
proceedings  against  James  8<mderwmy  or  to  prove  against  his  estate,  ^^igi^m. 

and  at  the  meeting  of  creditors,  held  on  the  7th  of  September,       

1870,  a  proposal  to  pay  2$.  in  the  pound  was  accepted  by  a  sta- 
tutory majority  of  the  creditors  present,  but  no  one  attended  the 
meeting  on  behalf  of  the  bank,  and  no  intimation  was  given  to 
the  creditors  of  the  secret  arrangement  entered  into  between  the 
Defendant  and  the  bank. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  bank  proceeded  to  realize  or 
compound  the  acceptances  as  they  arrived  at  maturity,  and  at  the  , 
expiration  of  nine  months  the  original  debt  of  James  Sanderson 
was  reduced  to  the  sum  of  £4867  lOs.  9(2.,  and  the  bank  then  pressed 
the  Defendant  for  payment  of  that  amount,  less  the  sum  of  £2000, 
which  was  to  be  the  total  loss  sustained  by  the  bank.  No  payment 
was,  however,  made  by  the  Defendant  on  account  of  his  guarantee, 
and  this  bill  was  filed  praying  that  the  Defendant  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  the  sum  claimed  by  the  bank  after  deducting  the 
£2000,  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  to  the 
bank  upon  transactions  between  the  parties,  the  bank  offering  to 
give  up  to  the  Defendant  all  the  unsatisfied  acceptances  still  re- 
maining in  their  hands. 

It  appeared  that  in  October,  1871,  the  Plaintiff,  as  public  officer 
of  the  bank,  commenced  an  action  at  law  against  the  Defendant  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  bank  under  or  by 
virtue  of  the  guarantee,  and  had  by  the  declaration  claimed  the 
sun  of  £3000«  The  Defendant  appeared,  and  pleaded  to  the 
action  that  the  guarantee  was  made  between  the  bank  and  himself 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  creditors  of  James  San^ 
dersMy  who  were  to  be  bound  and  affected  by  the  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  bank  a  fraudulent 
preference  over  other  creditors  of  James  Sanderson,  contrary  to  the 
terms  of  the  statute  in  such  case  provided. 

The  plea  was  heard  on  demurrer,  on  the  allegation  that  it  was 
bad  in  substance,  and  judgment  was  given  against  the  Plaintiff's 
demurrer  and  in  £&vour  of  the  Defendant  on  the  plea. 

This  bUl  was  filed  on  the  18th  of  October,  1872,  and  the  Defen- 
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V.-C  M.     dant  having  pleaded  that  the  Plaintiff's  claim  was  founded  on  a 
1875        contract  giving  the  Plaintiff  a  fraudulent  preference  oyer  other 
HoKxwAN    creditors,  the  plea  was  argued  in  January,  1873,  and  the  Vice- 
Saxdkbson.    Chancellor  overruled  the  plea  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  aver 
. that  proceedings  in  the  liquidation  had  commenced  or  were  immi- 
nent when  the  guarantee  was  entered  into.   See  report  of  MoKewan 
V.  Sanderson  (1). 

,    Mr.  Waller,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chubb,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

This  bill  seeks  to  have  an  arrangement  carried  out  which  waa 
entered  into  by  the  Defendant  for  the  purchase  of  certain  bills  and 
acceptances  held  by  the  Plaintifib,  the  London  and  County  Bank, 
as  security  for  a  debt  owing  to  them  by  James  Sanderson,  the 
brother  of  the  Defendant.  James  Sanderson  was  a  customer  of  the 
bank,  and  had  deposited. these  bills  and  acceptances  with  them. 
In  August,  1870,  he  was  in  di£Sculties,  and  his  brother,  the  Defen- 
dant, in  order  to  save  him  from  bankruptcy,  offered  to  purchase 
from  the  bank  these  various  securities,  which  at  that  time  had  not 
become  actuaUy  due.  The  bank  had  full  power  to  sell  the 
securities  if  they  thought  fit,  and  the  transaction  was  a  fair  and 
proper  one,  and  such  as  the  Defendant  was  bound  to  carry  out. 
This  case  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  bankruptcy  oiJam>es  Sanderson^ 
and  it  is  not  in  any  way  governed  by  the  Bankruptcy  Act.  It  was 
a  simple  purchase  of  securities,  which  the  bank  had  a  right  to  sell 
in  the  same  way  that  they  might  have  transferred  an  estate  mort- 
gaged to  them  as  a  security  for  money.  The  bank,  having  these 
securities,  refused  to  enter  into  any  compromise  in  connection  with 
the  other  creditors  of  James  Sanderson,  and  though  the  agent  of 
the  back  attended  the  first  meeting  of  the  creditors,  he  withdrew 
from  the  meeting  and  declined  to  be  a  party  to  any  composition, 
considering  that  the  bank  had  a  right  to  stand  upon  their  securi- 
ties independently  of  the  other  creditors.  This  case  is  not  affected 
by  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Yict  c.  71).  The  92nd 
section  of  that  Act  provides  that  every  conveyance  or  transfer  of 
property,  or  charge  thereon  made,  every  payment  made,  every  obli- 
gation incurred,  and  every  judicial  proceeding  taken  or  suffered  by 
any  person  unable  to  paj;  his  debts,  in  favour  of  any  creditor,  with 

(1)  Law  Bep.  16  Eq.  229. 
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A  view  of  giving  each  creditor  a  preference  over  the  other  creditors,     V.-C.  H. 
-shall,  if  such  person  shall  become  bankrupt  within  three  months,        1875 
be  deemed  frandnlent  and  void  as  against  the  trustee  of  the  bank-    moEjcwik 
rapt ;  bat  this  section  was  not  to  affect  the  rights  of  a  porchaser,  g^^^^j^goN. 

payee,  or  incumbrancer  in  good  faith  and  for  valuable  considera-       

tion.  James  Sanderson  did  none  of  the  things  incladed  in  this 
fiectian.  Long  before  his  bankruptcy  he  had  deposited  the  bills 
and  acceptances  with  the  bank,  and  the  bank,  having  reason  to 
^(appose  that  their  customer  would  not  pay  his  debts,  sold  the 
securities  to  a  third  person,  who  was  in  this  case  the  bankrupt's 
brother ;  but  the  transaction  has  no  reference  to  the  fraudulent  dis- 
position of  property  by  a  bankrupt  contemplated  by  the  92nd 
section  of  the  Act.  That  section  expressly  confines  the  restriction 
to  transactions  between  the  debtor  himself  and  his  creditors,  and 
does  not  apply  to  transactions  by  third  parties. 

This  case  is  not  brought  within  any  of  the  authorities  respecting 
fraudulent  debtors,  such  as  Jadkman  y.  MiteheU  (1),  which  went 
vpon  the  btoad  principle  of  public  policy,  or  Mare  v.  Sandford  (2), 
where  there  was  a  fraud  upon  the  other  creditors.  Here  there  is 
BO  question  of  public  policy,  and  as  to  the  other  creditors  they 
were  positively  gainers  by  the  transaction.  They  might  have  had 
the  whole  debt  of  the  bank  thrown  into  the  scale  against  them, 
and  ihey  would  haye  got  no  dividend  whatever  out  of  the  bank- 
rupt's estate.  Listead  of  that  the  bank  consented  to  lose  £2000, 
and  the  remaining  debt  was  to  be  purchased  up,  so  that  it  would 
never  form  part  of  the  bankrupt's  liabilities :  Bobeon  on  Bank- 
ruptcy (3). 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CottreU,  for  the  Defendant,  cited  Mare 
V.  Warner  (4),  Wood  v.  Barker  (5),  Eall  v.  Dyson  (6),  and  Murray 
V.  Beeves  (7),  but  were  not  called  upon  to  address  the  Court. 

Sib  B.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  Plaintiff,  Mr.  McKetoany  is  the  registered  public  officer  of  a 
large  and  well-known  bank,  the  London  and  (hwrdy  Bank.    The 

(1)  13  Ves.  681.  (4)  3  Giff.  100. 

(2)  1  Gifif.  288.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  Bq.  139. 

(3)  Page  200.  (6)  17  Q.  B.  (N.S.)  785. 

(7)  8  B.  &  C.  421. 
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YM.U.  Defendant  is  C^eorffe  Sandentm.  He  is  the  brother  of  Jame^ 
1S75  Swndenm^  who,  in  the  year  1870,  was  in  diflScnlties,  so  great  that 
MdbwAv  1^®  ^^  obliged  to  take  proceedings,  or  pix)ceedings  were  taken 
against  him,  in  bankruptcy.  James  Sanderson  appears  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  a  licensed  yictoaller,  and  also,  as  is  not  nn(re- 
qnently  the  case  with  persons  in  that  occupation,  a  bill  discounter^ 
chiefly  of  bills  collected  in  a  particular  trade.  He  had  an  account 
with  the  London  and  County  Bank,  Holbom  branch,  and  had  depo- 
sited with  them  bills  to  a  large  amount — ^that  is,  £6800.  Some  of 
these  bills  were  accepted  by  himself;  of  some  he  was  the  drawer, 
and  of  some  he  was  the  indorser.  Nothing  can  be  more  dear  than 
that,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  debt  due  to  the  bank  except  for  these 
bills,  if  all  had  been  good  bills  the  bank  would  have  been  coyered 
by  them,  and  they  would  never  have  become  creditors  of  James 
Sanderson  at  all ;  but  the  bank  were  perfectly  well  aware  that  these 
bills  were  what  bankers  would  call "  a  very  bad  lot."  Therefore  they 
knew  that  they  must  look  to  James  Sanderson,  their  customer,  to 
pay  them  any  deficiency  of  the  amount  they  would  require  under 
the  bills. 

In  this  state  of  things  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  of  James  8an^ 
derson  was  called  and  held  on  the  27th  of  August,  1870.  The 
bank,  I  understand,  were  unquestionably  the  largest  creditors,  and, 
as  the  largest  creditors,  they,  by  the  manager  of  the  Hclbom 
branch,  Mr.  Oarland,  attended  the  meeting  of  that  day.  The  pro- 
posal which  was  then  made  was,  that  James  Sanderson  should  pay 
a  dividend  of  2s.  6d.  in  the  pound.  That  the  bank  would  not 
accede  to.  They  cannot  in  the  slightest  degree  be  blamed,  nor 
could  any  other  creditor,  for  not  assenting  to  such  a  proposal :  but 
it  seems  it  was  well  understood  that  if  that  dividend  was  paid  and 
accepted,  the  Defendant,  George  Sanderson,  the  brother  of  James, 
was  to  find  the  money.  The  meeting,  therefore,  was  adjourned  to 
a  subsequent  day,  the  7th  of  September.  I  must  assume,  and  do 
assume — and  it  is  not  attempted  to  be  denied — that  if  it  had  not 
been  for  what  took  place  on  the  7th  of  September  the  bank  would 
have  attended  the  second  meeting,  and  been  present  on  that  occa- 
sion either  to  accede  to  that 'proposal  which  was  then  made,  or  to 
refuse  it,  or  to  resolve  upon  taking  further  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy.   Then,  why  did  they  not  attend  the  second  meeting  of  the 
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7th  of  September  ?    Because  it  appears^  not  only  by  the  statement     V.-C.  HL 
of  the  Plaintiff,  but  by  their  own  eyidence,  that  in  the  course  of  the        1S75 
mozning  of  that  day,  before  the  hour  of  the  meeting,  Mr.  Ghrland    koExwav 
was  waited  upon  by  the  debtor,  James  Sanderson,  and  by  the  De-  p^^^;^^ 
fendant^  Oecrge  Sanderson,  who  made  a  proposal  that  if  they  would        — -' 
stay  away  from  the  meeting  and  take  no  further  proceedings 
against  James  Sanderson,  George  Sa/nderson  would  guarantee  to 
them  the  payment  of  the  full  amount  of  all  the  bills  they  held, 
lees  £2000 — ^that  is,  instead  of  losing,  as  they  might  have  done, 
the  whole  £6800,  happen  what  might  they  should  lose  £2000  only; 
in  other  words,  that  he  would  pay  them  the  whole  amount  of  the 
bills  less  £2300.    That  guarantee  which  was  giyen  by  George  Samr 
derson,  is  set  out  in  the  bill,  and  dated  the  7th  of  September,  1870, 
and  is  in  these  words : — [His  Honour  read  the  letter  of  guarantee.] 
Then  there  is  a  very  long  list  of  bills,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
£6800  axul  a  fraction.    Nine  months  were  to  be  given  by  the 
armngement.    Letters  were  then  written  by  George  Sanderson,  the 
Defendant,  to  the  bank,  the  effect  of  which  is  that  they  shall  not 
be  losers  by  giving  time  to  the  principal  debtor.    He  was  a  surety, 
and  therefore  the  ordinary  rule  that  creditors  giving  time  to'  a 
debtor  dbould  not  release  the  surety  was  agreed  to  by  this  correspon- 
dence.   After  this,  the  time  having  run  out,  the  bank  find  that  they 
realixe  by  means  of  the  bills,  that  is,  they  receive  upon  these  hiUs 
from  the  acceptors,  drawers,  or  indorsers,  all  except  £4867  10s.  9(2. 
Suppose  this  arrangement  had  not  taken  place,  this  is  perfectly 
clear :  there  was  a  bankruptcy,  and  the  right  of  every  creditor  under 
a  bankruptcy  is  to  prove  for  the  deficiency  after  he  has  realized  his 
security.     He  must  realize  the  security,  and  when  he  has  done 
that  he  must  prove  as  a  creditor  for  the  balance.    There  is  a  pro- 
vision in  the  Act  for  its  being  done  in  a  particular  manner,  but  it 
makes  no  difference ;  it  comes  to  the  same  result,  that  a  creditor 
must  stand  as  a  creditor  for  the  purpose  of  proof  only  for  that 
amount  that  remaina  due  after  the  securities  are  realized.    If  this 
arrangement  had  not  been  made  with  George  Sanderson,  it  is  clear, 
to  my  mind,  beyond  possibility  of  doubt,  that  the  bank  would 
have  stood  a  creditor  for  £4867  10s.  dd.,  that  being  the  amount 
which  ihey  state  in  their  own  bill  remained  due  to  them  after  all 
the  securities  were  realized.    They  therefore  call  upon  the  J)e- 
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y.-a  M.  feudality  Oeorge  Sanderson,  to  pay  the  difference  between  that  and 

1875  the  other  sum,  because  they  had  agreed  to  lose  £2000;  and 

MoSwAH  therefore,  as  they  were  the  losers  of  £4800,  he  was  to  pay  the 

^     «•  difference  between  £2000  and  that  amount,  namely,  £2867 10«.  9d. 

OASDEBSOS, 

—  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  anything  about  the  conduct  of  Qeorge 

Sanderstm.  I  do  not  admire  the  conduct  of  a  man  who  enters  into 
a  pecuniary  arrangement  of  this  kind  and  then  repudiates  it  under 
technical  objections  of  law.  Coming  to  the  conclusion  I  do  against 
the  Plaintiff,  it  is  not  from  any  admiration  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  Defendant ;  but  as  the  Vice-Ohancellor  Stuart  said,  in  Mare  v. 
Sandfard  (1),  he  decided  the  case,  not  upon  the  merits  of  the 
Plaintiff,  but  the  demerits  of  the  Defendant ;  so  I  say  here,  not 
upon  the  merits  of  the  Defendant,  but  on  the  demerits  of  the 
Plaintiff,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  I  do. 

Now  I  take  it  to  be  thoroughly  settled,  both  in  Courts  of  Law 
and  Equity,  that  where  there  is  a  bankruptcy,  or  an  arrangement 
with  creditors  by  composition  or  insolvency,  when  insolvency 
exists  as  contradistinguished  from  bankruptcy,  it  is  the  duty  of  aU 
creditors  who  have  once  taken  part  in  the  proceedings  of  bank- 
ruptcy or  composition  to  stand  to  share  and  share  alike.  Equality 
is  the  only  principle  that  can  be  applied,  and  if  one  creditor, 
unknown  to  the  other  creditors — ^not  unknown  to  one  or  two,  but 
to  the  general  body — enters  into  an  arrangement  by  whieh  he 
gets  for  himself  firom  the  debtor,  or  from  any  one  on  behalf  of  the 
debtor,  any  collateral  advantage  whatever,  that  is  a  fraud  upon  the 
other  creditors ;  and,  although  the  money  may  have  been  paid, 
this  Court  will  enforce  its  repayment  This  is  in  oonfomiity  with 
the  decision  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Jaeiman  v.  MiMi/M  (2),  where  he 
says  :  ''  The  decree  in  the  first  case  must  therefore  be,  that  this 
bond  shall  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.  The  other  bill  must 
be  dismissed ;  and  the  decree  must  be  made  with  oosts  in  both 
causes ;  though  Jackman  was  a  party,  as  in  these  eases,  whieh  pro- 
ceed upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  the  relief  is  given  on  account, 
not  of  the  individual,  but  of  the  public" 

That  principle  cannot  be  too  well  understood.  I  am  sorry  to 
find  it  is  not  better  understood ;  and  I  hope  this  will  be  a  lesson 
to  bankers,  whether  joint  stock  or  private  bankers,  that  where 

(1)  1  Gift  288.  (2)  13  Ves.  581,  687. 
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theie  18  once  a  bankruptcy  of  a  customer,  they  are  not  to  stipulate     V.-O.  M. 
for  a  private  advantage  to  themselves,  but  must  stand  with  the       1875 
other  creditors  and  participate  equally  with  them.  McEbwak 

It  has  been  attempted  to  distinguish  this  case  from  JacJcman  v. 
MUehdl  (1),  and  it  is  said  that  this  is  not  a  composition,  and  is 
not  the  giving  of  an  advantage  to  one  creditor  over  the  other,  but 
that  it  is  the  creditor  selling  the  bills ;  and  if  the  case  could  be 
brought  to  that,  I  quite  agree  that  if  the  bank,  without  communica- 
tion with  the  debtor,  or  any  one  on  behalf  of  the  debtor,  had,  on  the 
7th  of  September,  said, ''  We  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  bank- 
raptcy  of  Jamei  Sanderson ;  here  are  certain  bUls,  what  will  you 
give  us  for  them  ?"  —if  that  had  been  said  to  a  perfectly  indifferent 
individual,  they  might  have  sold  them  for  whatever  they  could  get, 
and  might  have  refrained  from  taking  part  in  the  bankruptcy 
pioceodiDgs.  But  direcfly  you  find  it  is  a  suggestion  of  the  bank- 
mpt  himself,  or  somebody  on  behalf  of  the  bankrupt,  it  brings  the 
case  within  this  rule — that  it  is  an  arrangement  unknown  to  the 
creditors  at  large,  by  which  the  one  creditor  stipulates  for  a  benefit 
to  himself  which  the  other  creditors  do  not  get.  The  case  cannot 
be  better  put  than  it  is  put,  I  think,  by  Yice-Cbancellor  Stuart  in 
the  case  of  Mare  v.  Sandford  (2).  It  was  very  carefully  considered 
by  him.  Mr.  Mare  was  a  bankrupt  who  had  failed  for  a  million  of 
mcaiey ;  and  he  entered  into  an  arrangement  by  which  he  agreed 
to  pay  a  particular  creditor  20&  in  the  pound,. while  the  other 
creditors  were  only  getting  5s.  This  was  concealed  from  the  other 
creditors;  and  this  transaction  with  the  London  and  County  Bank 
was  concealed  from  the  other  creditors,  because  th^t  which  is  not 
disclosed  is  concealed ;  and  if  there  had  been  i^o  concealment,  if 
tiie  manager  of  the  bank  bad  gone  to  the  meeting  of  the  7th  of 
September,  and  said,  "We  take  no  farther  part,  for  we  have 
entered  into  an  arrangement  with  the  bankrupt's  brother  to  have 
10s.  in  the  pound/'  can  anybody  believe  that  the  general  creditors 
wonid  have  acquiesced  in  that  7  Not  to  tell  them  was  to  conceal 
it;  and  to  conceal  it  was,  in  my  opinion  (not  to  use  harsh  tends), 
a  total  misapprehension  of  the  rights  of  creditors  inter  se.  In  the 
case  I  am  referring  to,  it  was  concealed  after  the  bankruptcy  of 
Ifor^,  and  he  was  sued  upon  the  bill  He  instituted  a  suit  pray- 
ing that  a  certain  bill  of  exchange  might  be  declared  to  be  illegal 
(1)  13  Ves.  681.  .   (2)  1  Giff.  288. 
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V^  H.     and  void  in  the  bands  of  the  Defendant ;  **  and,  secondly,  that  the 
1875       Defendants  might  be  ordctred  to  enter  np  satisfaction  of  the  jadg- 

MdKiiwAN  nient  for  £408  11<.,  which  was  signed  by  him  on  the  8th  of  Sep- 
tember,  1857."  The  yice-Chancellor  said  (1)  : ''  I  am  sorry  that  a 
case  of  this  kind  should  come  before  the  Court,  because  neither 
the  Plaintiff  nor  the  Defendant  makes  a  good  figure.  They  made 
a  secret  underhand  bargain^  by  which  the  Defendant  gained  a 
greater  advantage  than  the  other  creditors  of  the  Plaintiff  under  the 
bankruptcy,  and  the  Plaintiffi  after  gaining  the  advantage  of  that 
underhand  bargain,  has  come  to  this  Court  to  have  it  set  aside  on 
the  ground  of  its  illegality."  There  is  some  excuse  in  this  case 
for  the  London  and  Couniy  Bank.  They  were  misled  by  their 
advisers  on  that  occasion,  who  persuaded  them  that  this  amounted 
only  to  a  sale  of  the  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes.  If  that 
had  been  the  simple  transaction,  without  communication  with  the 
bankrupt,  or  anybody  on  his  behalf,  that  might  have  been  sus- 
tained; but  directly  you  find  that  there  is  an  arrangement  to 
accept  a  greater  advantage,  by  which  the  position  of  one  creditor 
as  regards  the  other  creditors  is  altered,  then  the  case  assumes  a 
different  character;  and  whether  that  is  done  by  being  invited  to 
attend  a  meeting,  or  to  refrain  from  attending  a  meeting,  is  pre* 
cisely  the  same.  I  am  warranted  in  that  by  the  language  of 
Yice-Chancellor  Stua/ri  when  he  says  (2)  :  ^  All  such  secret  arrange- 
ments, therefore,  are  utterly  void.  They  cannot  be  enforced  even 
against  the  debtor  himself,  and  money  paid  under  them  may  be 
recovered  back,  as  having  been  obtained  against  the  clear  prin- 
ciples of  public  policy."  I  should  say  that  the  Yice-Chancellor  reads 
that  from  Mr.  Adam's  book,  but  he  adopts  it  as  the  basis  of  his  own 
judgment  Therefore  all  the  Courts  of  Law  and  Equity  perfectly 
agree  on  this  subject,  that  if  there  be  any  kind  of  arrangement 
whatever  with  one  creditor  apart  from  the  others,  and  not  com- 
municated to  the  others,  which  influences  them  to  accept  a  com- 
position which  otherwise  they  would  not  have  accepted,  that  is  a 
corrupt  transaction,  and  vitiates  the  whole  arrangement ;  and  if 
that  creditor  obtains  an  advantage,  this  Court  will  compel  him  to 
restore  what  he  has  received. 

Mr.  OloBse  drew  my  attention  to  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Dyson  (3). 
That  is  precisely  similar  to  this.    Here  the  bank  had  attended 
(1)  1  Giff.  294,  (2)  1  Giflf.  295.  (3)  17  Q.  B.  (N.a)  786. 
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the  first  meeting;  they  had  given  notice  of  opposition  by  re-     y.-c.M. 
fnsiag  to  accept  the  Ss.  6d.  in  the  poond,  and  therefore  it  comes       is79 
within  this  role :  '^  An  agreement  by  the  attorney  of  an  insolvent    m<^Sxwav 
with  one  of  the  creditors,  who  has  given  notice  of  opposition  to         *• 
the  insolvent's  discharge,  to  pay  such  creditor  a  certain  sum  of       — ^ 
money  in  consideration  that  he  will  withdraw  his  opposition,  is 
void ;  such  consideration  being  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  JnaoZ- 
ve$U  Debtors  Act,  and  a  fraud  upon  the  other  creditors.  Although  it 
do  not  appear  that  the  money  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  insolvent's 
funds  "  (1).    Then  Lord  Camphdl  in  giving  judgment  says :  ^'  This 
rule  must  be  made  absolute.    There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Plaintiff 
might  have  withdrawn  his  opposition,  if  he  chose,  but  he  had  no 
right  to  agree  to  do  so  in  consideration  of  receiving  money."    And 
further  on  he  says :  ^*  In  the  present  case,  the  creditor  is,  as  it 
were,  bought  off;  he  was  under  a  moral  obligation  to  continue 
his  opposition,  inasmuch  as  by  giving  notice  of  it,  he  had  led  the 
other  creditors  to  believe  that  he  really  intended  to  oppose.    The 
consequence  of  his  withdrawing  is  that  justice  is  disappointed, 
because  the  adjudication  is  made  without  the  proper  investigation 
having  taken  place.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  consideration  for 
receiving  the  money,  which  is,  to  withdraw  his  opposition >  and  that, 
after  having  given  notice  of  it,  is  clearly  immoral." 

Now,  the  result  of  this  transaction  is  this :  that  while  all  the 
other  creditors  have  had  only  2s.  in  the  pound,  the  bank  will  have 
had  more  than  lOs.  if  they  succeed  in  their  claim,  for  they  call 
upon  the  Defendant  to  pay  £2867  out  of  the  £4867.  Therefore 
they  are  **  bought  off,"  as  Lord  GampbeU  said ;  that  is,  they  were 
induced  not  to  attend  that  meeting,  when  they  ought  to  have  gone 
and  continued  the  opposition  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  creditors 
and  themselves,  and  to  have  promoted  equality  among  them  all, 
whether  by  payment  of  a  dividend  by  the  brother,  or  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  It  was  incumbent  upon  them  to 
continue  the  proceedings  they  had  taken  to  enable  that  equality 
to  be  made.  What  is  the  result  ?  That  they  are  to  get  lis.  or 
12s.  in  the  pound,  because  they  were  bought  off  or  induced  not  to 
attend  the  second  meeting.  If  the  Defendant,  George  Sanderson, 
could  afford  to  pay  £2867  for  his  brother's  creditors,  he  ought  to 
have  paid  it  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors.    It  was  an  unfair 

(1)  17  Q.  B.  (N.S.)  785. 
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y.-O.  M.     transaction  on  his  part  to  giye  a  preference  to  the  bank,  because 
1875       he  thought  they  were  powerful  and  could  bring  about  some 
McKbwan    collateral  arrangement. 
Sanderson        Upon  all  these  grounds  it  is  perfectly  impossible  on  this  bill 

that  the  bank  can  succeed  upon  this  guarantee,  it  being  opposed 

to  all  public  policy,  and  therefore  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

Although  the  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart^  in  Mare  v.  Saniford  (1), 
dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  in  a  subsequent  case  some  doubt  was 
expressed  upon  that  subject  I  am  sorry  that  the  officers  of  the 
London  and  Cowiiy  Bank  should  haye  acted  in  this  way.  1  think 
they  have  committed  a  great  error,  and  they  will  know  better  in 
future  if  my  judgment  stands.  The  bill  must  be  dismissed.  I 
have,  howeyer,  so  little  admiration  for  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Oeorye 
Sanderson,  that  I  think  it  must  be  dismissed  without  costs. 

Mr.  Qlasse : — This  is  a  different  case  from  Mare  y.  Sandford^ 
because  the  whole  of  this  question  might  haye  been  decided  at 
law.  Haying  gone  on  at  law  to  a  certain  point,  they  stop  those 
proceedings,  and  doubly  yex  us  by  afterwards  coming  to  this 
Court.  In  Wood  y.  Barker  (2),  where  the  Plaintiff  sought  to  set 
aside  a  secret  bargain,  the  Vice-Chancellor  considered  that  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy  the  Defendant  ought  to  pay  the  whole 
costs  of  the  suit 

The  Yice-Chakoellob  : — ^I  think,  considering  this  is  a  bank, 
they  were  bound  to  know,  or  if  they  did  not  know,  to  haye  ascer- 
tained before  filing  this  bill,  that  such  transactions  must  be  dis- 
countenanced by  a  Court  of  Equity.  They  tried  their  case  at 
law,  but  it  is  quite  plain  why  they  stopped  that  case.  The  Judges 
gaye  as  strong  an  opinion  against  the  transaction  as  I  haye  giyen 
now.  They  saw  no  prospect  of  success  at  law,  and  now  they  try 
their  hands  in  equity.  They  haye  committed  an  error,  and 
under  the  circumstances,  and  more  particularly  on  the  ground  of 
the  proceedings  at  law,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  bill 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Deane,  Chvib,  &  Co. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  /.  8.  Miller. 

(1)  1  Giff.  288.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  139. 
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DELVES  V.  DELVES.  K  y.jO.  m. 

[1872    D.    190.]  J£J5 

JSalfi  by  Auction — Opening  Biddings — Misconduct  in  the  Management  of  the 

SaU-^SO  A  31  Viet.  e.  48. 

In  order  to  entitle  parties  to  open  the  biddings  after  a  sale  by  auction 
under  the  Court  since  the  passing  of  the  Sales  of  Land  hy  Auction  Act,  1867, 
there  must  he  either  fraud  or  such  misconduct  as  borders  on  fraud. 

Consideration  of  the  circumstances  necessary  to  justify  the  presumption  of 
such  misconduct. 

XhIS  was  a  summons  seeking  to  open  the  biddings  on  a  sale  by 
anction.on  the  16th  of  April,  1874,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  made 
in  the  suit  on  the  4th  of  August,  1873,  so  far  as  related  to  the 
property  put  up  as  Lot  6  at  the  sale,  on  the  ground  of  misconduct 
in  carrying  out  the  sale. 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  beneficiaries  under  the  will  of  a 
testator,  Joshua  DdveSy  against  the  trustees  and  other  parties. 

The  order  was  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator, 
JosJifM  Delves^  and  the  property  was  put  up  in  six  lots.  As  to  Lots  3, 
4,  and  5,  the  bidding  did  not  reach  the  reserved  prices.  Lots  1  and 
2  consisted  of  certain  house  property  at  Tv/nbridge  Wells,  and  Lot  6 
of  a  farm  of  112  aores  at  BotkerfiM,  in  Kent,  called  the  WhUe- 
lunM  Farm,  partly  of  freehold  and  partly  of  copyfadd  tenure*  The 
£Etnn  was  almost  surrounded  by  property  belonging  to  the  Earl  of 
Alerffavenny,  and  .was  subject  to  his  rights  of  free  warren  and  free 
chase.  Mr.  WiUiam  Delves,  the  land  agent  of  the  Earl,  and  his 
SOD,  Mr.  W»  H,  Delves,  were  the  trustees  of  the  estate,  and  the 
beneficiaries  weore  the  first  cousins  of  the  former. 

Hr.  WiUiam  Ddim  took  an  aotiva  part  in  carrying  out  ihe  order 
for  sala  He  selected  the  auctioneer,  and  they  together  seleeted  a 
Mr.  DtMn  to  assist  in  making  valuations  and  plans,  and  th^  all 
took  part  in  fixing  the  reserved  prices. 

This  was  done  at  a  meeting  on  the  24th  of  February,  1874. 
There  was  some  little  difference  in  the  recollection  of  the  parties 
as  to  what  took  plao6  at  the  meeting  with  respect  to  the  valuation 
of  the  £mn.    The  price  ultimately  fixed  upon  was  £3000,  but  the 
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V.-a  M. .  auctioneer  had  been  inclined  to  fix  it  at  3000  goineas ;  and  he 
1875  stated  in  evidence  that  he  had  had  in  his  mind  a  still  higher 
j}^l^  figure,  the  amount  of  which  he  was  uncertain,  but  this  was  not 
borne  out  by  the  recollection  of  the  other  parties.  The  £3000  was 
arriTed  at  by  taking  thirty-three  years'  purchaae  on  an  estimated 
rental  of  £90  instead  of  the  then  actual  rental  of  £65,  'which  was 
considered  too  low. 

Some  days  before  the  auction  Mr.  Delves  had  had  some  conver- 
sation with  the  Earl  with  reference  to  the  desirability  of  the  latter 
becoming  the  purchaser,  and  had  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
value  of  the  farm  was  about  £3000.  He  however  explained  that, 
being  trustee  of  the  property,  he  could  not  act  for  the  Earl  at  the 
sale. 

The  reserved  price  of  £3000  was  adopted  by  the  Oourt,  and  a 
sealed  envelope  inclosing  it,  with  proper  directions  as  to  opening 
it  printed  on  the  outside,  was  forwarded  to  the  auctioneer  by  the 
Chief  Clerk. 

The  day  before  the  sale  a  Mr.  Wray  called  upon  the  auctioneer 
and  stated  that  he  intended  to  go  to  the  sale,  and  was  prepared  to 
bid  for  the  farm  up  to  £4000,  but  on  the  day  of  the  sale  he  again 
went  to  him,  and  stated  that  he  had  heard  that  the  Earl  intended 
to  buy  the  property  at  any  price,  and  that  it  was  therefore  no  use 
for  him  to  bid.  It  appeared  also  that  Mr.  Ddvea  had  been  informed 
of  the  statements  which  Mr.  Wray  had  been  making. 

The  sale  took  place  at  Tmlbridge  Wdb,  and  on  the  WhUehowe 
Farm  being  put  up  at  the  auction,  Mr.  SireatfiM,  the  private 
secretary  of  the  Earl,  who  had  been  instructed  to  act  on  his  behalf 
at  the  sale,  made  a  bid  of  £2500  ;  but  though  the  room  was  full 
of  people  there  was  no  counter  bid,  and  the  auctioneer  having 
stated  that  he  could  not  sell  at  that  price,  Mr.  Streatfidi  made 
toother  bid  of  £3000.  Some  minutes  then  elapsed,  during  which 
the  auctioneer  explained  the  merits  of  the  estate,  but  as  no  further 
bid  was  made,  it  was  knocked  down  to  Mr.  Streai/Uid,  and  the 
Earl  became  the  purchaser  at  the  reserved  price. 

Mr.  Dehee  was  present  at  the  sale,  but  took  no  part  beyond 
sayiiig,  in  answer  to  a  question,  that  ^the  rights  of  free  chase  and 
free  warren  belonging  to  the  Earl  were  undoubted,  to  which  one  of 
Mr.  Ddves*  sons  added  that  the  owner  would  have  concurrent  rights* 
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The  iSEtrin  having  been  knocked  down,  Mr.  Ddves,  who  had  *  y.-CUl 
money  in  his  h^nds  applicable  to  the  purpose,  filled  np  a  cheque        1S75 
for  the  amount  of  the  deposit.  A  Diam 

Though  Mr.  Wray  was  in  Tunhrid^  Wells  on  the  day  and  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  he  did  not  attend,  and  he  gave  as  his  reason 
for  non-attendance  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  change  in  the  law 
taking  away  the  rights  of  opening  biddings.  After  the  sale  he 
repeated  his  offer  of  £4000  for  the  farm,  and  some  of  the  parties 
to  the  suit  becoming  aware  of  this,  caused  the  summons  to  be 
taken  out  by  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor. 

Mr.  SUmey  the  country  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs,  having,  in  cross- 
examination  upon  an  aflSidavit,  expressed  his' belief  that  Mr.  Ddves 
was  as  competent  to  value  land  as  any  one  in  the  county  of  Siissex, 
and  having  repudiated  any  imputation  of  fraud,  in  answer  to  the 
question,  "  What  fraud  or  improper  oondtusb  do  yon  impute  in  this 
case  ?*'  said,  "  I  impute  no  fraud  or  improper  conduct^  but  I  leave 
the  Court  to  judge  from  the  fiacts  before  iV* 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  BigHnf,  for  the  Flainti&  :— 

Mr.  DdveSy  being  the  agent  of  Lord  Aberffafvefimy,  was  disquali- 
fied from  taking  any  part  in  the  sale  on  behalf  of  the  beneficiaries. 
He  had  necessarily  a  bias  which  might  induce  him  to  fix  the  re« 
served  price  unduly  low,  and  the  fact  that  the  reserved  price  was 
at  his  instance  reduced  below  the  figure  estimated  by  the  auc- 
tioneer, proves  that  he  was  so  influenced4  But  it  is  not  necessary 
to  shew  that  he  was  so  influenced  in  order  toset  aside  the  sale.  It 
is  sufficient  to  shew  that  there  was  a  relation  between  him  and  the 
purchaser  which  might  have  influenced  him :  Ex  parte  Bennett  (1). 
The  role  that  a  transaction  is  avoided  altogether  if  a  relation 
exists  between  the  parties  in  which  iheaat  interest  conflicts  with 
their  duty  wUl  be  strictly  maintained :  Oreenla/w  v.  King  (2) ;  and 
the  passing  of  the  Sales  of  Land  by.Auction^  Aet,  1867,  has  not 
affected  it :  Quest  v.  Smythe  (3).  The  discussion  of  the  price  with 
Lord  Abergiwenny  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sale :  Ex  parte 
Hughes  (4).  If  Mr.  Dehes  had  been  m  an  unbiassed  condition,  it 
would  have  been  obvious  to  him  that  Lord  Abergavenny  would 

(1)  10  Ves.  381.  '     (3)  Law  Kep.  5  Ch.  661. 

(2)  3  Beay.  49.  (4)  6  Yes.  617. 
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y..O.  H.  giye  a  higher  price  than  other  people,  and  he  would  have  takei^ 

1875  that  fact  into  account  in  fixing  the  reserve. 

]>2LTX8  Evidence  that  the  reserved  price  was  inadequate  is  quite  un- 

jy^y^  necessary.    The  fact  is  shewn  by  the  oflTer  made  by  Mr.  Wray. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Bdbinson,  for  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  W.  Pearson,  Q.O.  (Mr.  Ward  with  him),  for  the  Earl  of 
Abergavenny,  commenced  stating  his  view  of  the  facts  of  the  case^ 
but  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Sib  B.  Malihs,  Y.O.,  after  stating  and  commenting  on  ^e  facts, 
continued : — 

In  order  to  open  a  bidding  it  must  be  established  to  the  satis* 
faction  of  the  Court  that  there  has  been  fraud  or  improper  conduct 
in  the  management  of  the  sale.  I  need  not  trouble  myself  with 
the  question  of  fraud  here,  because  that  is  expressly  disclaimed* 
No  imputation  is  made  on  Lord  Abergavenny,  Mr.  Ddvea,  Mr.. 
Streaifiddy  or  any  one  person  concerned  in  the  transaction  of  having 
been  guilty  of  any  fraudulent  conduct. 

The  question,  then,  is  whether  there  has  been  any  such  improper 
conduct  in  the  management  of  the  sale,  as,  according  to  the  proper 
interpretation  of  the  Sales  of  Land  hy  Auction  Ad,  1867,  would 
justify  the  opening  of  the  biddings.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that 
improper  conduct  for  this  purpose  must  mean  something  which, 
although  not  fraudulent,  borders  upon  fraud.  It  must  imply  a 
contrivance  by  some  of  the  parties  by  which  the  property  has  been 
improperly  sold.  Therei  may  be  improper  conduct  which  does  not 
amount  actually  to  fraud,  yet*  is  in  that  direction ;  something  that 
cannot  be  approved  of  in  the  course  of  the  sale. 

[Mr.  W.  Pearson  referred  to  a  case  of  Broton  v.  Odkshott,  which 
came  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  on  the  27th  of  July,  1869, 
as  being  in  accordance  with  that  view.] 

My  opinion  is,  in  accordance  with  that  case,  that  in  order  ta 
justify  the  opening  of  the  biddings,  there  must  be  some  impro- 
priety of  conduct,  not  merely  error  of  judgment,  which  shews  that 
the  owners  of  the  estate  have  not  been  fairly  dealt  with,  or  that 
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matters  have  been  so  eontriyed  that  the  fair  yalue  of  the  property     ¥.-€.  M. 
has  not  be^i  realized.  1875 

Now  I  find  that  impropriety  of  condact  as  well  as  fraud  is  dis-  dbltm 
claimed.  I  must,  therefore,  look  carefully  to  see  what  is  the  oonduct 
of  which  complaint  is  made.  The  first  ground  of  complaint  is  that 
Mr.  William  Delves,  a  gentleman  no  longer  young,  and  admitted 
to  be  a  very  experienced  and  able  land  surveyor,  and  of  perfectly 
honourable  character,  who,  though  not  a  trustee  for  sale,  had  the 
legal  estate  in  the  property  vested  in  him,  being  a  relative  of 
the  beneficiaries,  who  were  all  his  first  cousins,  acted  as  a  trustee 
for  sale,  appointing  the  auctioneer  and  surveyor,  occupying  at  the 
same  time  the  inconsistent  positiou  of  agent  for  the  intending 
purchaser.  [His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  facts  as  to  the 
settling  of  the  reserved  price,  and  continued : — ] 

Mr.  Righy  says  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  Court  to  dive  into 
human  motives,  or  to  tell  when  a  man  inay  be  improperly 
influenced,  and  that  the  usual  course  of  the  Court  is  to  presume 
that  he  was  so  influenced.  The  suggestion  is  that  he  was  more 
influenced  by  a  desire  that  Lord  Alergavenny  should  get  the 
estate  cheaply  than  that  his  relatives  should  get  a  good  price  for 
it  That  is  a  suggestion  for  which,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  not  a 
particle  of  foundation  or  justification.  I  am  satisfied  that  through- 
out the  transaction  Mr.  Delves  acted  in  a  spirit  of  perfect  fairness, 
and  that  he  intended  properly  to  perform  his  duty  towards  the 
vendors  of  this  estate  of  fixing  the  reserved  bidding  at  such  a 
price  as  should  secure  it  against  being  sold  under  its  £air  value. 
The  proof  of  this  is,  that  while  the  property  was  let  at  £65  a 
year — and  if  he  were  playing  into  the  hainds  of  Lord  Abergavenny 
he  might  have]  proposed  to  take  that  as  the*fair  criterion  of  value 
—he  actually  took  it  at  £90,  which  he  considered  the  feur  value. 

It  is  my  lot  sometimes  to  have  to  fix  reserved  biddings,  though 
it  is  generally  done  by  the  Chief  Clerk.  I  think  the  fair  prin* 
ciple  to  be  observed  in  fixing  reserved  biddings  is  to  put  a  mode- 
rate price  on  the  property,  because  if  they  are  fixed  at  a  fancy 
price  which  one  man  in  the  world  only  could  be  induced  to 
give,  such  as  Lord  Abergavenny  might  give  on  account  of  the 
situation  of  his  estate,  and  he  does  not  come  forward,  all  the  ex- 
pense of  the  auction  is  thrown  away,  the  parties  are  disappointed 
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V.O.  H.     in  the  hope  af  receiving  their  money  at  an  early  period,  and  the 
1875       rery  fact  of  the  property  not  being  sold  at  the  auction  damps 
Bmivm      Aiture  sales. 

j^*  I  am  therefore  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  for  the  interest  of  all 

' —  parties  concerned  to  fix^  not  a  fancy  price,  but  the  fair  value  which 
the  property  is  worth  in  the  market,  so  as  to  secure  that  the 
parties  interested  shall  have  that  price,  and  that  the  property 
shall  not  be  sold  otherwise.  I  think  there  cannot  be  a  more  apt 
illustration  of  this  than  this  very  case ;  because  it  is  impossible  to 
say  whether  Mr.  Streatfidd  would  have  advanced  upon  the  bid  of 
£3000. 

Now  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  recommendation  of  the 
person  employed  in  fixing  the  reserved  bidding  will  be  sustained 
by  the  Court.  There  was  a  case  in  which  I  increased  the  reserved 
bidding  very  considerably  above  the  sum  fixed  by  the  agents  em- 
ployed, even  after  my  Chief  Clerk  had  adopted  their  recom- 
mendation. If  I  can  suppose  a  thing  so  dishonourable  to  Mr. 
Streatfield  or  to  Mr.  Ddves,  which  I  do  not,  as  that  Mr.  Ddves  had 
whispered  to  Mr.  Streatfidd  not  to  go  any  higher,  or  that  he  had 
bid  up  to  the  reserved  bidding,  the  case  would  have  been  veiy 
different.  But  that  is  impossible,  because  they  neither  of  them 
knew  the  reserved  bidding. 

[His  Honour  then  referred  to  and  commented  on  the  facts 
relating  to  the  proposal  made  by  Mr.  Wray,  and  as  to  the  value 
of  the  form,  and  after  stating  his  conclusion  that  the  value  to  any 
one  except  Lord  Abergavenny  was  not  more  than  £3000,  con« 
tinned : — ] 

It  is  said  that  Mr.  Ddves  ought  not  to  have  been  present  at  the 
sale.  It  may  be  that  it  would  have  been  better  if  he  had  stayed 
away  altogether.  If  he  had,  possibly  this  dispute  might  not  have 
arisen.  At  the  same  time,  if  he  was  there  as  a  spectator,  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  see  what  there  was  in  that  fact  to  lead  anybody  in  the 
auction  room  to  conjecture  that  Mr.  Streatfidd  was  bidding  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Ddves. 

Therefore,  under  all  these  circumstances,  what  is  to  be  done  ? 
Here  is  a  case  brought  forward  which  can  only  succeed  upon 
proving  fraud  or  improper  conduct  in  the  management  of  the  sale, 
and  the  parties  were  bound  to  know  that  they  could  not  succeed 
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unless  tliey  coold  bring  one  of  those  charges  home  to  the  parties  ;     V.-0.  M. 
and  it  is  a  remarkable  thing  that  in  such  a  case  as  this  not  one  of        1875 
the  parties  beneficially  interested  haye  pat  forward  a  tittle  of     i^^]^ 
evidence.    [His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  cross-examination     p^m 
of  the  witnesses,  and  continued : — 1  - — 

Therefore,  under  these  circumstances,  I  am  obliged  to  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  application  which  is  made  for  the  opening 
of  these  biddings  has  entirely  failed,  and  I  am  very  sorry  that  the 
attempt  should  haye  been  made. 

Although  it  is  very  important  that  sales  should  be  properly  and 
honourably  conducted,  I  subscribe  most  heartily  to  all  that  was 
said  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  parte  Hughes  (1),  where  a  factor  knew 
what  the  reserved  bidding  wa?,  and  became  the  purchaser  by 
bidding  £10  beyond  it ;  and  if  Mr.  Delves  had  been  the  purchaser 
here  it  might  have  applied.  So  in  jESk  parte  Bennett  (2),  the  com- 
missioner of  the  bankruptcy  whose  duty  it  was  to  sell  the  estate 
became  the  purchaser. 

Therefore,  being  satisfied  that  the  fair  market  value  was  fixed, 
and  fixed  in  the  spirit  of  honour  and  fairness  by  Mr.  Delves  and  all 
concerned  in  the  transaction,  and  being  also  satisfied  that  the 
auction  was  fiurly  conducted  on  the  part  of  everybody,  I  dismiss 
this  summons ;  and,  as  I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
application  ought  not  to  have  been  made,  it  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

SoL'citors :  Messrs.  CoUt/er'-Brisicw,  Withers^  &  BusseU ;  Messrs. 
Earlinff  <&  Sans;  Messrs.  Tatbot  db  Tasker. 

(1)  6  V«L  617.  .  (2)  10  Yes.  381. 
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v.^.  B.  JOB  V.  POTTON. 

J^  [1872    J.    90.] 

^**li!l  ^^   Oo(d  Mine^TenatUs  in  Commonr^IAeense  by  two  only  out  of  three  Co-tenanU^ 

BigfUs  qf  third  Co-tenant — Acquiescence — Costs, 

It  18  not  destructive  waste  for  a  teoant  in  common  of  a  coal  mine  to  get,  or 
to  license  another  to  get,  the  coals,  he,  the  working  tenant^  not  appropriating 
to  himself  more  than  his  share  of  the  proceeds. 

The  Plaintiff,  a  tenant  in  common  of  a  coal  mine  had  notice  of  a  negotia- 
tion, which  was  followed  by  a  lease  for  three  years  (in  which  he  did  not  join) 
by  his  two  co-tenants,  dated  in  December,  1865,  of  two  undivided  thirds  of 
the  coal  with  license  to  work  the  coal.  Under  this  license  some  ooai,  but 
considerably  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  whole,  was  raised,  and  one-third  of 
the  royalty  was  kept  by  the  licensee  for  the  Plaintiff.  A  negotiation  for  a 
further  license  was  on  foot^  when,  in  October,  1872,  the  Plaintiff  filed  the 
bill  against  his  co-tenants  and  .the  licensee,  praying  for  an  inquiry  as  to 
the  value  of  the  coals  raised ;  and  an  account  against  all  the  Defendants  as 
trespassers ;  for  an  injunction  and  receiver ;  and  for  damages : — 

Beldf  that  the  working  was  not  a  trespass ;  and  the  Plaintiff  electing  to 
dismiss  the  bill  with  costs  against  his  co-tenants,  decree,  without  costs,  against 
the  licensee  for  an  account  of  the  value  at  the  pit's  mouth  of  the  coal  raised, 
less  costs  of  getting  and  raising,  and  for  payment  of  one-third  to  Plaintiff. 

Cause. 

'  In  the  year  1865  an  estate  callisd  the  AUsop  Estate,  at  BagUU, 
Flintshire^  oonsisting  of  two  separate  parts,  containing  respectively 
6a.  3r.  5p.  and  1a.  3b.  31p.,  was  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  Alfred 
Mortimer  Job,  and  the  Defendants  Maria  Potton,  widow,  and  John 
Marriott  and  Caroline  Eliza  his  wife,  in  three  equal  shares  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee,  Mr.  Marriott  being  seised  in  right  of 
his  wife. 

The  estate,  which  had  coal  under  it,  was  surrounded  by  a  colliery 
called  the  Wem  Colliery,  being  then  and  theretofore  held  and 
worked  by  another  Defendant^  Damd  Jones,  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  preclude  the  getting  of  the  coal  by  any  one  except  Janes.  In 
1865  the  Wem  Colliery  workings  approached  the  Allsop  estate, 
and  Mr.  Potion  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marriott  were  desirous  of  making 
arrangements  with  Jones  for  working  the  coal.  Jones  offered  to 
give  a  royalty  on  the  scale  usual  in  the  district,  subject  to  a  way- 
leare  of  2d.  a  ton;  and  on  the  9th  of  March,  1865,  Thomas  Boberts, 
a  mineral  surveyor,  acting  as  the  agent  of  Mrs.  Potton  and  the  Mar-- 
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rioUs^  wrote  to  Jcne9  to  say  that  the  owners  of  the  land  wished  him      v.-o.  b. 
to  ^'  go  on  working/'  as  they  were  willing  to  take  the  same  as  other        1875 
landowners  got,  and  that  they  were  preparing  an  agreement  for        j^ 
that  purpose. 

On  the  18th  of  March  the  Defendant  Jonea  wrote  to  the 
Plaintifif>  saying  he  was  in  a  position  to  work  one  of  the  seams 
of  coal  in  a  portion  of  the  land,  and  asking  whether  he,  the 
Plaintiff,  would  allow  him  to  do  so,  and  upon  what  terms;  to 
which  the  Plaintiff  replied  on  the  20th  of  March  as  follows : — 
**  Mrs.  Pottan  applied  to  me  for  my  consent  to  work  the  ooaL  I 
wrote  her  I  would  do  so,  in  consideration  of  her  giving  me  an  order 
to  receive  the  amount  of  her  share  of  royalty,  to  go  to  pay  the 
sum  of  £100  and  interest  borrowed  by  her  on  deposit  of  her 
deeds  some  years  since.    She  does  not  reply.'' 

On  the  21st  of  March,  1865,  Bdberts  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  as 
follows : — **  I  have  been  asked  by  Mrs.  PoUon  and  Mrs.  Marriott 
to  superintend  their  share  of  the  royalty  for  coals  at  BagUU^  as 
I  auperintend  for  Dr.  BAchardaon  and  P.  P.  Pennomi^  Esq.,  in  the 
same  work ;  and  if  you  will  authorize  me  to  look  to  your  interest, 
I  shall  feel  thankful.  Their  terms  on  royalty  are  2».  6d.  per 
colliers'  ton,  or  the  ninth  part :  it  comes  to  about  the  same.  Mrs. 
PoUon  and  Mrs.  Marriott  have  agreed  to  2a.  6d.  per  colliers'  ton. 
Please  come  to  some  agreement  as  soon  as  possible.*' 

On  the  24th  of  October,  the  Plaintiff  wrote  to  Jones  to  say  he 
had  received  no  reply  from  Mrs.  Potion,  and  that,  should  he  suc- 
ceed in  bringing  her  to  her  senses,  he  would  immediately  write 
and  let  him  (Jones)  know. 

On  the  15th  of  December,  1865,  an  agreement  was  made  by  the 
Defendants  Mrs.  Potton  and  the  Marriotts,  to  let  two  undivided 
third  parts  of  the  coals  under  the  AJlsop  estate  to  the  Defendant 
Jones  for  three  years  from  the  15th  of  December,  1865,  with  full 
powers  of  working  the  same,  and  also  the  option  of  renewing  the 
agreement  for  the  term  of  ten  years  from  the  26th  of  December, 
1868. 

The  Defendant  Jones  said  that  under  this  agreement  he  drove 
his  level  through  a  small  portion  of  the  Allsop  estate,  and  during 
about  two  years  worked  one  of  the  seams  imder  the  estate  to  a 
small  extent  This  seam  had  not  been  previously  worked,  but 
other  seams  had  been.     The  total  amount  of  the  royalty,  as 
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V.-0.  B.     agreed,  upon  the  coals  which  Jon^  worked  during  the  three  years 

1875       was  £98  5«.  Sd.,  out  of  which  he  reserved  for  the  Plaintiff,  when- 

^       ever  he  should  claim  it,  the  sum  of  £32  ISs.  Id.,  being  one-third 

^'         of  the  royalty  on  the  coal  got,  and  he  also  left  more  than  one-third 

—       of  the  coal  ungotten. 

After  the  21st  of  April,  1868,  he  ceased  working. 

On  the  2nd  of  May,  1868,  the  Plaintiff  wrote  to  the  Defendant 
Jtmes  as  follows : — ''  I  am  informed  that  you,  with  others,  are  taking 
the  coal  from  under  the  land  of  the  estate  called  and  known  as  the 
Potions'  Estaie  in  Oodiy's  Lane,  BaffilU,  in  which  estate  I  have  an 
interest  of  survivorship  ;  this  being  done  by  you  without  my 
knowledge  or  consent,  I  give  you  notice  I  repudiate  all  such 
workings,  and  ask  you  for  a  statement  of  what  you  have  taken, 
and  by  what  authority  you  have  so  taken  it,  so  far  as  you  have 
gone ;  and  so  far  as  you  may  go,  I  shall  deem  it  a  trespass  for 
which  I  shall  hold  you  responsible  without  my  consent  first  had 
and  obtained." 

In  answer,  the  Defendant  Jones  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  on  the  5th 
.  of  May,  1868,  stating  the  agreement  of  the  15th  of  December, 
1865,  and  adding,  <'  The  sums  to  which  they "  (Mrs.  Potton  and 
Mrs.  Marriott)  **  have  been  entitled  under  this  agreement,  as  per 
accounts  rendered  to  Mr.  Bcberte,  are  "  [then  followed  a  statement 
shewing  Mrs.  Potion's  share  to  be  £27  159.  4cZ.].  '*  A  third  part  of 
the  coal  has  been  left  in  the  ground  intact  for  you,  which  I  am  in 
a  position  to  win  if  desired,  but  if  you  prefer  it  you  can  share  in 
the  royalty  to  which  Mrs.  Potton  and  Mrs.  Marriott  have  hitherto 
been  entitled,  according  me  permission  to  win  all  the  coal,  and 
taking  your  third  part  in  future.  I  am  animated  with  the  desire 
of  acting  in  a  thoroughly  impartial  way  to  each  of  the  owners.  • . . 
If  the  coal  be  not  won  now  it  will  probably  not  be  won  at  all,  as  I 
am  stripping  all  the  coals  surrounding  the  land,  and  it  will  never 
pay  any  one  to  sink  pits,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of  winning  from 
estates  isolated  as  yours  are,  and  so  small." 

On  the  6th  of  May  the  Plaintiff  wrote  to  the  Defendant  Jones 
saying  he  repudiated  in  the  most  positive  manner  being  a  con- 
senting party  to  his  taking  coal  from  under  the  estate ;  and  a 
correspondence  followed,  in  the  course  of  which  the  Defendant 
Jones  offered  to  send  a*  return  of  the  coal  got,  to  allow  Plaintiff's 
surveyor  to  make  a  survey  of  the  workings,  and  at  once  to  hand 
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over  a  sum  equivalent  to  that  paid  to  Mra  Potion  ;  and  stated  that     V.-O.  B. 
in  compUance  with  Plaintiff's  request,  he  had  ceased  working.  1875 

On  the  4th  of  May,  1872,  the  Plaintiff  commenced  an  action        '^ 
against  the  Defendant  Jones  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  for  £850     p  •• 

and  costs,  which  action  the  Defendant  Jones  caused  to  be  removed       

into  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  entered  an  appearance  therein. 

On  the  15th  of  October,  1872,  the  bill  was  filed  by  J6b  against 
Mrs.  Potion,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marriott,  and  David  Jones,  stating  that 
the  agreement  of  the  15th  of  December,  1865,  was  made  without 
the  Plaintiff's  consent  or  knowledge ;  and  alleging  that  the  Plain- 
tiff did  not  discover  the  fact  that  such  agreement  had  been  made, 
or  that  the  Defendant  Jones  was  getting  the  coals  until  the  month 
of  June,  1868 ;  that  the  Plaintiff  remonstrated,  and  that  negotia- 
tions for  a  compromise  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim  failed ;  that  after 
three  years  had  expired  the  Plaintiff  supposed  that  the  Defendant 
Jones  would  not  exercise  his  power  of  extending  his  term  of  work- 
ing, and  would  not  continue  the  working,  but  that  in  May,  1872, 
lie  paid  a  visit  to  the  estate  and  discovered  that  the  Defendant 
Jones  was  just  completing  a  new  arrangement  with  the  other  De- 
fendants for  a  letting  of  the  mines  to  him  for  a  further  term  of 
ten  years ;  that  injury  had  been  done  to  the  surface,  and  a  cottage 
and  other  buildings  thereon  sunk  and  cracked ;  and  that  the  acts 
committed  by  the  Defendants  amounted  to  destructive  waste. 

The  bill  prayed  for  an  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the  coals  gotten 
by  the  Defendant  Jones  under  the  hereditaments,  no  deduction 
being  allowed  for  the  cost  of  bringing  them  to  the  surface,  and 
that  a  sum  equal  to  one-third  of  such  value  be  ordered  to  be  paid  to 
the  Plaintiff;  further,  for  an  account  of  the  quantity  of  the  coals 
left  unworked  (excluding  the  quantity  which  would  be  left  in  a 
proper  course  of  mining),  and  of  the  value  of  such  quantity,  and 
that  a  sum  equal  to  one-third  of  such  value  might  be  paid  by  the 
Defendants,  or  some  of  them,  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  Plaintiff  under- 
taking to  give  to  each  of  the  other  Defendants  her  or  his  share  in 
the  coals  left ;  and  for  an  injunction,  a  receiver,  and  damages. 

The  Defendant  Jones,  by  his  answer,  said  the  value  of  the  coal 
under  the  hereditaments  was,  in  his  judgment,  about  £450.  He 
believed  the  Plaintiff  was  informed  long  before  June,  1868,  by  Mr. 
Bidberts  that  the  Defendant  was  working  the  coal.  Since  the  ex- 
piration of  the  three  years  he  had  been  in  treaty  for  a  fresh  term 
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Y.-0.  B.  of  three  years,  in  the  expectation  that  the  Plaintiff  would  concur 
1875  in  it,  but  as  he  did  not  the  treaty  fell  through.  It  was  not  true 
jQB  that  great,  or  in  the  result  any,  injury  had  been  done  to  the  surface 
by  his  workings.  The  injury  to  the  cottages  was  mainly  owing 
to  want  of  repair;  and  he  had  repaired  the  cottages,  and  had  put 
them  into  better  condition  than  before.  The  acts  of  the  other 
Defendants,  in  giving  him  a  license,  and  his  own  acts  under  that 
license,  did  not  amotmt  to  destructive  waste,  but  were  the  only 
means  by  which  the  coal  could  be  saved.  He  had  never  intended, 
since  he  received  the  Plaintiff's  notice  in  May,  1868,  to  continue 
the  working,  whether  he  might  be  entitled  to  do  so  or  not.  Finally 
he  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  acquiescence,  delay, 
and  laches  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff. 

In  his  affidavit  in  support  of  the  bill  the  Plaintiff  said  that  he 
was  an  equitable  mortgagee  of  Mrs.  Potion's  share  for  £100.  The 
coals  under  the  estate  were,  before  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  Defen- 
dant, of  the  value  of  £10,000,  and  he  now  believed  them  to  be  of 
the  value  of  £6000  at  least.  He  had  read  the  statement  in  the 
answer  of  Jones  that  he  and  Mrs.  Potton  and  a  Mr.  Bdberts  in- 
formed him  of  the  negotiations  for  such  agreement,  and  that  such 
statement  was  "  wholly  untrue." 

Mr.  Vavasor  PoweU,  collier,  one  of  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses, 
denied  that  the  coal  could  only  be  gotten  at  a  profit  in  connection 
with  the  Wem  CoUiery.  As  to  the  part  said  to  contain  6a.  3r.  5p., 
the  coal  could  be  got  to  advantage  by  independent  workings.  In 
his  judgment  the  coal,  being  seven  seams,  under  the  estate  was 
then  worth  £6420,  and  was  at  one  time  worth  £10,000. 

There  was  conflicting  evidence  on  the  other  side  as  to  the  value 
of  the  coals,  and  as  to  the  amount  and  cause  of  damage  to  the 
buildings. 

The  letters  shewed  a  negotiation  in  1871  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  B(kerts  for  the  sale  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest,  which  fell 
through.  In  the  course  of  this  Mr.  Job,  in  a  letter  dated  the  14th 
of  October,  1871,  said  he  would  accept  an  offer  of  £180  for  his 
share  in  the  estate,  in  consideration  of  Mrs.  Potton  s  obligation  to 
him  being  settled  at  the  same  time.  He  further  offeree^  on  the 
14th  of  November,  1871,  to  transfer  his  mortgage  to  Roberts  for 
£130,  an  offer  which,  not  being  accepted  at  the  time,  he  afterwards 
raised  to  £160. 
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After  the  institution  of  the  suit,  namely,  on  the  30th  of  Decern-  V.-G.  B. 

ber,  1874,  Mrs.  PoUon  died,  and  the  suit  was  revived  against  her  1875 

representative.  Mrs.  Marriott  had  also  died,  and  the  suit  had  been  jqb 

revived  against  her  heir-at-law.  p^^ 

It  was  stated  at  the  bar  that  since  the  institution  of  the  suit  a       

decree  for  the  partition  of  the  estate  had  been  made  in  another 
suit  in  this  branch  of  the  Court,  and  that  a  sale  was  in  progress. 

Mr.  W.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Simmonds,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  statute  of  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  by  the  27th  section,  enables 
an  action  of  account  to  be  brought  by  one  tenant  in  common 
4igaLDst  another.  In  Wilkinson  v.  HaygarOi  (1),  where  (as  we  say 
is  the  case  here)  the  act  of  waste  amounted  to  destruction — ^to  a 
declaration  in  trespass,  it  was  pleaded  that  the  close  was  the  close 
of  TF.  and  others  as  joint  tenants,  and  justification  was  pleaded  of 
license  from  W. ;  but  this  was  held  a  bad  plea,  for  that  W.  could 
not  himself  have  done  the  act,  and  therefore  could  not  authorize 
another  to  do  it.  So  in  Stedman  v.  Smith  (2),  where  there  was 
actual  ouster,  Lord  Campbell  said  that  one  tenant  in  common  might 
maintain  trespass  against  another.  Following  these  Common  Law 
roles,  a  Court  of  Equity  will^in  cases  of  destructive  waste,  or  where 
the  actual  substance  of  the  inheritance  has  been  abstracted,  make 
a  decree  for  an  account  at  the  suit  of  a  tenant  in  common ;  Ckffff 
V.  Cleffff  (3). 

As  to  the  form  of  the  account,  it  ia  settled  in  LJynvi  Company  " 
V.  Brogden  (4),  where  all  the  previous  authorities  are  cited,  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  value  of  the  coal  at  the  pit's  mouth, 
less  only  the  cost  of  raising  to  the  surface. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  also  to  an  injunction.    If  a  defendant  * 

has  once  committed  waste,  it  is  not  enough  to  say  he  is  not  going 
to  do  so  again.  The  Defendant  Jones  says,  indeed,  that  in  nego- 
tiating for  a  new  license,  he  intended  to  apply  for  the  Plaintiff's 
consent ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  such  application.  A 
tenant  in  common  may  restrain  a  sale  by  his  co-tenant. 

Then  the  Plaintiff  is  further  entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
damage,  if  any,  occasioned  by  improper  working ;  and  as  to  the 
damage,  if  any,  of  a  permanent  character,  to  the  sur&ce.    Otheiv 

(1)  12  Q.  B.  837.  (3)  3  Gifif.  322,  336. 

(2)  8  £.  &  B.  1.  (4)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  188. 
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V.-C.  B.  wise,  if  the  damage  has  been  only  in  a  proper  coarse  of  manage- 

1875  ment,  in  which  case  the  tenant  only  has  to  be  indemnified.    The 

Job  inquiry  as  to  damages  must  be  against  all  the  Defendants,  who  are 

PcxSoK.  *^  wrongdoers. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  AlesumdeTy  for  the  representative  of  Mrs. 
Potton : — 

The  theory  of  the  bill  is  that  we  are  trespassers.  This  is  a  mis- 
taken view  of  the  law.  We  are  owners,  enjoying  our  property  in 
the  only  way  in  which  it  can  be  enjoyed. 

An  injunction  even  to  stay  the  cutting  of  timber  will  not  lie  at 
the  suit  of  one  tenant  in  common  against  another :  Ooodtoyn  t. 
Spray  (1) ;  SmaUman  v.  Onions  (2) ;  if  the  waste  be  not  malicious : 
Hole  V.  Thomas  (3) ;  Twort  v.  Twort  (4).  There  is  no  such  thing 
as  ordinary  waste  between  tenants  in  common ;  there  may  be 
destructive  waste,  such  as  cutting  timber  unseasonably. 

The  evidence  shews  that  this  is  an  open  mine,  that  it  is  wholly 
surrounded  by  the  Wem  Colliery,  that,  if  not  mined  before  the 
Wem  CoUiery  is  worked  out,  it  never  can  be  worked  at  a  profit ; 
and  that  Jones  was  ready  to  give  as  large  a  royalty  as  anybody 
else.  Further,  that  the  Plaintiff  knew  of  the  negotiation,  and  held 
out  only  in  order  to  put  pressure  upon  Mrs.  Potion. 

What  possible  right  has  the  Plaintiff  against  the  co-owners  or 
against  Jones,  neither  of  whom  has  committed  a  trespass  ?  Owners 
are  not  trespassers.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion  in  WUkinsan 
V.  Saygarth  (5),  it  was  admitted  that  a  license  puts  the  licensee  in 
the  position  of  the  licensing  tenant  in  common ;  in  other  words, 
that  a  licensee  who  does  what  a  tenant  in  common  may  lawfully 
do,  is  not  a  trespasser. 

Mrs.  Potion  did  not  receive  more  than  her  share  of  the  property ; 
hence  the  bill  cannot  lie  against  her,  even  for  an  account ;  and  it 
equally  fails  against  the  other  Defendants. 

There  is  no  paragraph  in  the  prayer  asking  for  an  account  of 
profits. 

Mr.  WiUiafnsonj  for  John  Marriott. 

Mr.  Hervey,  for  the  heir  of  Mrs.  Marriott. 

(1)  2  Dick.  667.  (3)  7  Ves.  689. 

(2)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  621.  (4)  16  Ibid.  128. 

(6)  12  Q.  B.  842-843. 
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Mr.  LitUe,  Q^d  and  Mr.  Semming^  for  the  Defendant  J(mes : —      V.-a  B. 

The  Plaintiff^  wlio  says  he  values  the  coals  under  this  estate  at       ^^ 
£10,000,  has  shewn  his  sense  of  this  estimate  by  agreeing  to  take        Jo" 
£180  for  his  share  in  them.    This  shews  the  suit  to  be  speculative,     Pottok. 
and  not  honafide. 

The  case  of  all  the  Defendants  is  alike,  the  acts  of  the  licensee 
being  in  law  the  acts  of  the  co-tenants. 

It  has  been  said  that  a  co-tenant  cannot  deal  with  the  common 
estate  in  the  way  of  working.  But  WUkinsan  v.  Eaygarih  (1),  it 
will  be  observed,  was  a  case  of  actual  spob'ation.  Not  merely  the 
crop,  but  the  turf  that  produced  the  crop,  was  taken. 

[The  Yics-Chahgellob  :  —It  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
anything  valuable  on  the  land  except  the  turf.] 

Lord  Eldon,  in  Ecie  v.  Thomas  (2),  said  he  never  knew  of  an  in- 
junction being  obtained  by  one  co-tenant  against  another  for  waste, 
though  for  malicious  injury  there  might  be  ground.  This  wa» 
followed  in  Arthur  v.  Lamh  (3) ;  and  in  BaHey  v.  Eobaon  (4)  Lord 
Justice  CUffard  refused  to  interfere  with  the  Defendant  who  was  in 
occupation,  not  as  tenant,  of  an  estate  which  had  been  ordered  to 
be  partitioned,  and  who  was  selling  hay  and  turnips  off  the  land, 
contrary  to  an  alleged  local  custom. 

The  injunction  now  prayed  for  is  to  restrain  working  in  mines 
which  are  already  open  and  have  been  partly  worked.  The 
evidence  shews  that  the  surface  damage  has  been  repaired. 

Why  did  not  the  Plaintiff  come  in  1868,  instead  of  waiting  till 
1872? 

Even  if  this  were  a  case  of  destructive  waste,  the  Plaintiff 
would  not  be  entitled  to  the  relief  asked.  He  would  have  been 
entitled  to  an  injunction,  and  to  have  damages  for  the  coal  we 
had  got.  The  question  would  have  been,  what  was  the  measure 
of  those  damages  ?  In  case  of  a  wilfuUy  wrongful  taking  the 
penalty  would  have  been  severe. 

[The  Vice-Chanckllob  : — If  the  acts  had  approached  larceny, 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  no  allowance  whatever.] 

In  a  case  where  the  man  who  has  inadvertently  taken  the  coals 

(1)  12  Q.  B.  837.  ^  (3)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  428. 

(2)  7  Vct.  589.  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  Oh.  180. 


92  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  B. 

V.-O.  B.     beUeved  he  Iiad  a  good  title,  the  measure  would  be  the  royalty, 

1875        and  nothing  more,  in  this  case  £32  Ids.  Id.    Even  then  the  Flain- 

jqb        tiffs  right  to  recover  would  have  been  only  by  an  action  at  law. 

PomoN      ^  ^*  ^^  admitted  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  that  Jones  has  not 

committed  a  trespass,  how  can  the  Plaintiff  have  a  right  to  an 

account? 

The  Plaintiff  has  no  right  at  all  against  Jones,  who  has  done 
only  what  the  co-tenants  of  the  Plaintiff,  acting  within  their  right, 
authorized  him  to  do. 

All  the  Plaintiff  can  do  is  to  call  upon  his  co-tenants — ^not  upon 
Jones — to  account  for  the  Plaintiff's  share  of  their  profits  of  the 
working,  that  is,  for  one-third  of  the  royalty ;  and  this  has,  in  fact, 
been  set  apart  for  him.  It  would  be  otherwise  if  there  were 
destructive  waste ;  and  whether  this  was  destructive  waste  is  the 
sole  question.  If  it  was  not,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed.  And  it 
clearly  was  not 

Destructive  waste  is  not  the  mere  taking  of  the  inheritance,  it 
means  taking  it  unseasonably  or  improperly.  Here  there  has  been 
no  destructive  waste ;  there  has  been  a  realization  of  ^he  property, 
not  only  in  the  most  economical,  but  in  the  only  possible  way  with 
a  view  to  benefit.  Mr.  Job  and  his  own  witness,  Mr.  Vavasor 
PoweU,  contradict  one  another  as  to  this. 

The  bill  was  filed  more  than  six  years  after  the  agreement  of 
December,  1865. 

Mr.  Pearson,  in  reply : — 

It  is  not  the  fietct  that  any  of  these  seams  were  open  at  the 
beginning  of  Jones*  working ;  and  there  are  still  some  unopened 
seams.  The  agreement  was  a  license  only,  it  did  not  amount  to 
a  lease  of  the  Defendants'  shares. 

As  to  the  statute,  we  are  entitled  to  an  account  distinguishing 
between  what  they  received  before  the  six  years  and  since.  In 
Duke  of  Leeds  v.  Earl  of  Amherst  (1)  a  remainderman  coming  within 
twenty  years  after  he  became  entitled  in  tail  was  allowed  to  com- 
plain of  an  act  of  equitable  waste  committed  thirty-eight  years 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

There  is  no  averment  here  that  the  coal  can  only  be  worked  in 

this  manner. 

(1)  2  Ph.  117. 
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As  to  the  accounts  prayed,  we  are  content  to  take  an  account     V.-G.  B. 
against  Jones  only.  1875 

Job 
Sm  James  Bacon,  V.O.  : —  pcotok. 

This  is  at  least  a  very  remarkable  suit,  whether  the  nature  of  it 
is  considered,  or  the  subject  to  which  it  relates.  It  is  a  suit  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  common  law 
doctrine,  so  much  insisted  upon  by  Mr.  Pearson,  not  only  from 
the  nature  of  the  suit,  but  because  the  suit  has  been  brought  in 
this  Court,  the  Plaintiff  having  deliberately  elected  to  prefer  the 
remedy  which  he  can  get  here  to  any  right  or  remedy  he  might 
have  at  law.  I  have,  therefore,  only  to  consider  the  facts  as  far  as 
they  are  clearly  in  evidence,  and  to  consider  what  are  the  rights  of 
tenants  in  common  in  a  mine. 

Now,  no  authority  has  been  referred  to,  and  I  believe  none 
can  be  found,  to  say  that  the  rights  of  tenants  in  common  in 
a  mine  are  not  as  extensive  as  can  be  suggested  for  each  of  those 
tenants  to  do  what  he  wills  with  the  undivided  property,  provided 
always  that  he  does  not  take  more  than  his  share.    The  statute 
of  Anne  has  recognised  that  principle,  and  every  decision  which  I 
know  of  has  adopted  it  as  a  principle.    What  difference  is  there 
between  a  tree  growing,  which  the  Court  refuses  to  prevent  a 
tenant  in  common  from  cutting  at  his  pleasure,  although  it  is  a 
part  of  the  inheritance,  and  a  tree  which  by  some  operation  of 
nature  has  become  carbonised  and  turned  into  cannel  coal  ?    How 
is  a  tenant  in  common  to  enjoy  his  share  (if  that  is  the  right  ex- 
pression) of  the  common  property  in  a  coal  mine,  if  he  is  not  at 
liberty  to  dig  and  carry  away  the  coal  ?  The  only  restriction  upon 
him  is  that  he  must  not  appropriate  to  himself  more  than  his  share. 
It  is  not  suggested  here  that  the  original  Defendants,  Mrs.  Potion 
and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marriott,  who  were  then  the  co-owners,  have 
taken  any  more  than  their  respective  shares.    There  is  no  sugges- 
tion of  it  anywhere.    The  document  which  has  been  referred  to, 
and  which  is  called  their  license  to  work,  carefully  restricts  the 
license  which  they  give  within  the  bounds  of  their  own  rights,  and 
there  is  no  difference  in  that  respect  between  that  which  Mr.  Jones 
has  done  under  their  license,  and  that  which  they,  without  license, 
might  have  done  by  their  own  hands.    The  principle  of  the  case 
is,  therefore,  perfectly  clear,  and  is  not  disputed.    The  Plaintiff  is 
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y.-0.  B.     tenant  in  common  with  two  other  persons  in  a  mine^  the  shares  in 

1875        which  are  nndiyided.    They  have  only  exercised  their  rights,  and 

Job        they  have  left  him,  for  anything  that  I  can  see,  to  exercise  his. 

ToTTov.     ^^^^  ^®  complains  of  is,  that,  under  their  leave  and  license,  a 

— -        certain  quantity  of  coal  has  been  taken  itway  in  which,  to  the 

extent  of  a  third,  he  is  interested ;  and  that  seems  to  be  so.    But 

that  is  the  whole  of  his  case — that  is,  the  whole  of  the  right  to 

•  relief  which  the  Plaintiff  can  insist  upon — and  that  right  to  relief 

must  be  governed  by  the  facts  in  this  case.    The  cause  has  been 

brought  on  for  hearing  after  a  decree  for  partition  has  been  made 

in  another  mit,  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  which  decree  it  must 

be  considered  that  the  estate  has  been  divided  into  three  parts, 

one  of  which  belongs  to  the  Plaintiff.    What  bearing,  therefore, 

those  common  law  cases,  on  which  Mr.  Pearson  has  so  strongly 

insisted,  can  have  on  the  equitable  relief  to  which  the  Plaintiff  is 

entitled  in  this  Court,  I  am  unable  to  perceive  in  any  degree. 

The  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Haygarlh  (1),  which  has  been  referred 
to,  touches  the  question  of  leave  and  license,  and  the  sublime 
mysteries  of  special  pleading,  the  days  of  which  are  numbered.  In 
the  decision  of  the  Court  there,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  was  a 
bad  plea,  because  the  plea  was  of  the  leave  and  license  of  only  two 
persons,  when  the  leave  and  license  of  more  than  two,  perhaps  of 
three  of  them^  was  necessary  in  order  to  justify  the  plea.  That  was 
the  whole  decision  in  that  case ;  it  decides  nothing  else  in  the 
world,  and  does  not  touch  the  substance  of  this  case,  nor  even  the 
substance  of  that  case  in  any  degree ;  but  it  decided,  as  a  matter 
of  special  pleading,  that  that  plea  was  a  bad  plea.  This  myste- 
rious doctrine  of  leave  and  license  has  been  very  often  thrust 
upon  this  Court  upon  the  authority  of  cases  in  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law,  of  which  I  speak  with  all  possible  respect,  not  with 
less  respect  than  I  do  of  the  case  to  which  the  late  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce  was  not  unfrequently  in  the  habit  of  referring  when 
he  was  invited  to  consider  the  question  of  leave  and  license,  and 
the  imperfections  which  might  attend  it.  He  quoted  a  case,  the 
name  of  which  I  do  not  know,  which  he  often  cited  either  from 
the  Year  Books,  or  some  not  very  much  less  remote  reports,  a  case 
of  a  young  woman  who  by  her  next  friend  sued  a  barber  for  having 
cut  her  hair.    He  was  to  cut  her  hair,  and  he  had  cut  it  all  off, 

(1)  12  Q.  B,  837. 
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and  she  brought  an  action  against  him  by  her  next  friend ;  and     YAi.  B. 
the  barber  pleaded  leave  and  license.     The  next  friend  replied       1875 
that  the  person  he  represented  was  an  infant  at  the  time,  and        j^ 
ooold  not  give  leave  and  license,  and  so  the  C!ourt  held  that  the     « JL«, 

plea  was  a  bad  plea,  and  judgment  went  for  the  next  friend.  That       

is  the  most  remarkable  case  of  leave  and  license  that  I  recollect 
at  this  moment,  but  it  was  quite  as  much  to  the  purpose  as  the 
case  upon  which  Mr.  Pearson  has  so  much  relied. 

Bat  to  leave  all  such  considerations,  let  us  see  what  is  the  case 
here  pleaded  and  proved.  The  Plaintiff's  case  is  that  he  is  the 
owner  of  an  undivided  third  of  the  lands  in  question.  His  alle- 
gation is  that  ^  by  an  agreement^  dated  the  15th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1865,  the  Defendants,  Maria  Potion,  John  Marriotty  and 
Caroline  Eliza  his  wife,  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  without  any  previous  notice  to  him,  agreed  to  let 
two  equal  undivided  third  parts."  The  evidence  upon  that  subject 
is  that  of  Mr.  Bcherts,  who  has  not  been  cro6S-examined|  although 
there  was  an  opportunity  of  doing  so.  In  his  evidence  he  proves, 
and  it  is  uncontradicted,  that  on  the  21st  of  March,  1865,  he 
wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  this  letter : — [His  Honour  read  the  letter 
extracted  above,  and  continued : — ]  The  Plaintiff,  in  his  affidavit, 
does  not  repeat  that  paragraph,  which  I  have  read  from  his  bill, 
but  he  does  state  that  he  did  not  discover  that  the  agreement 
had  been  made  until  the  month  of  June,  1868.  He  says  he  has 
read  the  statement  in  the  answer  of  David  Jones,  that  he  and 
the  said  Maria  Potion  and  a  Mr.  Bdberis,  a  surveyor,  informed  him 
of  the  negotiations  for  such  agreement,  that  that  statement  was 
^  wholly  untrue."  That  is  the  way  {hat  piece  of  evidence  is  met, 
and  upon  that,  in  my  opinion,  taking  into  consideration  what  Mr. 
B4)berl8  states  elsewhere,  Mr.  Boherts  must  be  taken  to  have  told  the 
truth,  and  the  Court  must  act  upon  it  as  a  fact,  that,  either  at  the 
time  or  before  the  agreement  of  1865  was  entered  into,  the  Plain- 
tiff was  fully  apprised  of  it  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  far  to  find 
satisfactory  proof  of  that,  because  the  correspondence,  which  is 
verified  by  Mr.  Jones*  affidavit,  shews  clearly  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  perfectly  acquainted  with  everything  that  had  been  done  under 
the  agreement  There  is  a  letter  of  a  later  date,  in  which  his 
share  of  the  royalty  is  stated  to  him  as  being  equal  to  that 
of  Mrs.  Potion,  and  of  the  third  party,  and  that  the  money  has 
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T.-O.  B.  been  at  his  command  ever  since.  The  bill  states  in  the  fourth 
1875  paragraph  that  the  Plaintiff  did  not  discover  the  fact  that  the 
Job        agreement  had  been  made  until  on  or  about  June,  1868 ;  and  then 

PoTTON  comes  this  statement  in  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  bill,  of  which 
—  there  is  not  one  particle  of  evidence :  "  After  discovering  the  con- 
duct of  the  Defendants  in  leasing  and  working  the  said  minerals, 
the  Plaintiff  remonstrated  with  the  Defendant  David  JaneSy  and 
threatened  to  take  proceedings  against  the  Defendants  in  respect 
thereof,  and  thereupon  negotiations  took  place  for  a  compromise 
of  the  Plaintiff's  claims,  but  such  negotiations  failed."  He  further 
alleges  that  he  « paid  a  visit  to  the  said  hereditaments  in  the 
month  of  May,  1872,  and  upon  the  occasion  of  the  said  visit  the 
Plaintiff  discovered,  to  his  great  surprise,  that  the  Defendant  David 
Jones  was  just  completing  a  new  arrangement  with  the  other  Defen- 
dants for  a  letting  of  the  said  mines  and  minerals  for  a  further  term 
of  ten  years."  This  is  also  plainly  disproved.  It  is  not  true  that  any 
working  has  been  carried  on  after  the  termination  of  the  agreement 
for  three  years  from  1865.  It  is  true  that  there  was  a  negotiation 
pending  at  an  early  time,  but  it  is  equally  true  that  there  was 
nothing  done  upon  that  negotiation,  and  that  because  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's declining  to  be  a  party  to  it.  And  is  there  anything  in  the 
case  but  this,  that  the  Plaintiff,  knowing  very  well  that  his  two 
co-tenants  were  working  the  mine — ^for  Mr.  Jones*  working  is  only 
their  working — takes  no  step,  remonstrates  in.  no  way,  not  only 
does  not  apply  to  this  C!ourt,  but  does  not  apply  to  any  other  Court, 
does  not  offer  the  slightest  objection  to  what  was  being  done 
during  these  three  years,  and  now  by  his  bill  comes  and  asks  that 
Ni.  JoneSj  who  has  been  only  the  agent  of  the  real  owners,  should 
be  charged  with  the  share  of  profits  that  might  have  been  made 
by  working  this  colliery  ?  If  he  is  entitled  to  anything,  it  can 
only  be  from  the  day  when  a  decree  is  pronounced ;  he  can  be  en- 
titled to  nothing  else.  A  person  who  has  been  standing  by  all 
this  time  may  take  his  account — it  is  indifferent  from  what  period 
he  takes  it — he  may  take  the  account  from  1868.  I  think  he  is 
entitled  to  such  an  account,  but  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  no  more ; 
and  I  think,  with  respect  to  any  costs  of  the  suit,  it  would  be  in 
the  highest  degree  unjust  if  I  made  Mr.  Jones  pay  any  costs  of 
this  suit ;  although,  as  I  have  said,  he  is  answerable  for  such  share 
as  the  Plaintiff  may  be  enabled  to  establish,  by  means  of  an 
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inquiry,  to  be  due  to  him ;  and,  if  the  Plaintiflf  insists  upon  it,  I     V.-C.  B. 
will  direct  such  an  inquiry  at  his  instance  and  at  his  risk.  1875 

Upon  this  subject  I  must  say  that  in  directing  that  account  I        J^ 
cannot  adopt  either  of  the  rules  which  have  been  referred  to  in     p  •• 

the  decided  cases,  because  this  case  does  not  resemble  in  its  sub-        

stance,  elements,  or  nature,  either  of  the  cases  to  which  those  vary- 
ing rules  were  applied.  If  a  wrongdoer  does  an  act  which,  if  it 
were  the  case  of  a  chattel,  and  capable  of  sustaining  an  indict- 
m&itf  would  amount  to  larceny — then  the  most  rigorous  mode  of 
taking  the  accounts  is  that  which  is  adopted  against  him.  If  it 
has  been  by  inadvertence,  or  by  negligence,  not  culpable  or  tortious 
in  any  other  sense — then  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  value  of  the 
coal  at  the  pit's  mouth,  allowing  nothing  for  the  mere  severance, 
bat  allowing  for  the  transport  of  the  coal  to  the  pit's  mouth.  But 
this  is  not  a  case  in  the  slightest  degree  falling  within  this  prin- 
ciple. This  is  a  case  in  which,  if  the  coal  had  been  severed  by 
the  two  co-tenants,  and  brought  by  them  to  the  surface  and  then 
disposed  of,  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
value,  in  account  with  their  co-tenants,  the  cost  of  severance  and 
the  cost  of  bringing  it  to  the  pit's  mouth.  Mr.  Jonea  is  precisely 
in  that  position  now.  Mr.  Jones  has  done  nothing  tortious,  neither 
larcenous  nor  negligent,  but  in  the  assertioUj  and,  as  I  conceive,  in 
the  exercise  of  a  strict  right,  has  brought  this  coal  to  the  sur&ce 
— ^has  accounted  to  the  two  co-tenants  for  what  he  and  they  agreed 
was  its  value ;  and  he  is  accountable  to  the  Plaintiff  for  what  shall 
appear  to  be  its  value,  but  subject  to  those  deductions.  That,  in 
my  opinion,  disposes  of  the  whole  of  the  case.  I  do  not  want  to 
travel  into  the  subtleties  which  I  have  listened  to,  not  without 
interest,  from  Mr.  Pearson^  but  which,  in  my  judgment,  have 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with .  this  case,  which  is  to  be  decided 
and  dealt  with  in  a  Court  of  Equity.  Here,  all  that  the  co-tenants 
have  done  has  been  to  take  and  enjoy  that  which  was  unquestion- 
ably theirs,  although  it  was  at  that  time  undivided.  If  anybody 
will  point  out  to  mo  the  way  in  which  a  co-tenant  of  a  mine  could 
enjoy  that  which  is  his,  by  any  other  means  than  that  which  was 
adopted  here,  I  will  listen  to  it  with  the  greatest  pleasure,  and 
change  my  opinion.  The  conduct  of  tho  Plaintiff  has  been,  in  my 
opinion,  certainly  without  any  explanation,  and,  as  I  think,  with- 

Vou  XX.  //  2 
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y.-C.  B.  out  excuse.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  now  files  a  bill 
1875  alleging  the  large  value  of  this  property,  and  attempts  to  prove  by 
Job        his  witness  that  the  coal  under  it  was  worth  £10,000,  and  is  now 

PoTOON.      ^orth  £6000,  was  ready  to  sell  it  for  £180 ;  and  I  cannot  add  the 

£160  to  make  up  the  price — it  was  a  totally  different  transaction. 

The  Plaintiff  said  to  Mrs.  Potton,  '^  Your  husband  owed  me  £160 ; 
if  you  will  pay  me  your  debt,  I  will  sell  my  mine  for  £180."  That 
is  not  selling  **  my  mine  "  for  £340 ;  it  is  a  plain  unqualified  sug- 
gestion, as  far  as  it  goes,  that  the  £180  was  the  whole  value  to  a 
purchaser  of  the  thing  which  Mr.  Job  had  to  sell  at  that  time. 

To  the  proceedings  in  the  Common  Law  Courts  I  have  already 
adverted.  In  the  proceedings  in  this  Court  there  has  been  no 
application  for  an  injunction ;  and  no  such  application  could  at 
any  time  have  been  successful.  That  there  can  be  none  now  is 
obvious,  because  there  has  been  a  decree  in  a  partition  suit ;  but 
if  the  present  Plaintiff—- I  suppose  a  defendant  in  that  suit — had 
any  such  case  as  he  suggests  upon  this  record,  I  ask  why  he  did 
not  bring  that  forward  in  the  partition  suit,  and  say,  "  In  making 
a  decree  for  partition,  you  must  take  into  consideration  that  my 
other  two  co-owners  carried  away  a  part  of  the  inheritance." 

[Mr.  Pearson  observed  that  the  point  was  very  strenuously  argued.] 

I  suppose  then  that  I  thought  there  was  no  proof  of  the  fact. 
However,  that  is  all  over,  and  it  has  very  little  to  do  with  the 
j)re8ent  case.  All  I  can  do  in  this  case  is  to  deal  with  this  record. 
I  find  persons  made  parties  to  the  suit  whom  the  Plaintiff  says  it 
was  necessary  for  his  interest  to  make  parties  to  it.  Yery  well,  as 
he  says  so,  and  as  they  make  no  claim,  as  they,  in  my  judgment, 
or  the  persons  they  represent,  have  done  nothing  which  they  were 
not  entitled  to  do,  as  no  account  is  asked  against  tliem  at^the  bar, 
and  they  are  not  accountable,  in  my  opinion,  the  Plaintiff  moat 
pay  their  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  hearing,  and,  if  he  likes,  they 
may  then  be  dismissed.  All  the  decree  can  do  besides,  is  to  direct 
an  account  of  the  coal  which  has  been  gotten  by  Mr.  Jones,  of  the 
value  of  that  coal,  making  to  him  all  just  allowances,  including 
especially  the  cost  of  severing  the  coal  and  the  cost  of  bringing  it 
up  to  the  pit's  mouth ;  and  for  one-third  of  thatj  the  Plaintiff, 
being  bound  by  no  agreement,  will  be  entitled  to  claim  payment 
irom  Mr.  Janes,    I  have  already  said  I  shall  give  no  costs  against 
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Mi.  Jones  up  to  the  hearing.    The  costs  afterwards  will  of  neces-     V.-O.  B, 
sity  be  reserved ;  and  although  I  have  not  gone  into  it  at  any  great        1875 
length,  I  desire  it  to  be  understood  that  I  proceed  upon  the  evidence        j^ 
in  the  case  as  it  stands,  namely,  on  the  one  hand,  the  discrepant 
evidence  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Mr.  Vavasor  Poioell,  and  on 
the  other  hand,  the  plain  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant 
Jotiea  and  his  witness,  Boberts — a  person,  from  his  employment, 
entitled  to  be  listened  to  when  he  is  speaking  on  such  a  subject  as 
a  coal  mine,  and  who,  as  I  have  said,  has  not  been  cross-examined. 
But  I  give  him  no  costs,  because,  although  I  do  not  blame  him,  he 
chose  to  go  on  without  the  authority  and  consent  of  the  Plaintiff. 
The  subsequent  costs  will  of  necessity  be  reserved. 

There  only  remains  to  be  mentioned  the  subject  of  the  damage 
which  the  surface  is  said  to  have  sustained.  On  both  sides  it  is 
agreed  that  that  damage,  whatever  it  was,  was  occasioned  by  the 
working.  The  working  was  a  lawful  thing,  and  the  damage,  if 
done,  ought  to  have  been  repaired.  It  is  in  evidence  distinctly 
not  only  that  such  damage  was  occasioned  by  the  proper  working, 
bat  that  it  has  been  effectually  repaired,  and  that  the  cottage  said 
to  have  had  a  cracked  wall  is  now  a  better  cottage  by  a  great  deal 
than  it  was  before.  Upon  that  subject,  therefore,  in  my  opinion, 
no  farther  observations  need  be  made. 


The  following  are  minutes  of  the  order : — 

Inquire  what  coals  have  been  worked  and  gotten  by  the  Defendant  David 
Jtmes  from  the  mines  under  the  AUsop  Estate  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and 
what  was  the  market  value  thereof  at  the  pit's  mouth,  and  what  were  the  costs 
incurred  by  the  said  Defendant  in  getting  and  severing  the  coal,  and  bringing  it 
to  the  pit's  mouth,  and  deduct  the  amount  of  such  costs  from  the  amount  of 
such  value,  and  order  the  Defendant  Jones  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  one-third  part 
of  the  amount  of  such  value  after  such  deduction ;  no  costs  of  suit  as  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Jonea ; 

The  Plaintiff  electing  not  to  keep  the  other  Defendants  before  the  Court  for 
the  purposes  of  such  inquiry,  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs  as  to  them ;  but  only 
one  set  of  costs  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  Defendants  representing  each  of  the  two 
undivided  third  parts  of  the  estate. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff :  Mr.  J.  M.  Oremn 

Solicitors  for  the  respective  Defendants :  Messrs.  BlaJce  &  Snow  ; 

Messrs.  WtRiamsony  HiU,  c&  Co.;  Messrs.  Letts  &  Co,;  Messrs. 

Chester,  UrqvJiarty  <&  Co. 
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v.-c.  B.  FIRTH  V.  MIDLAND  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

^^^  [1852    F.    107J 

Specific  Performance — SubititiUed  Contract  rendered  impossible  of  Performance 
— Death  of  Arbitrator — Decree  for  Performance  of  Original  Contract-^ 
Damages — Interest, 

A  landowner,  through  whose  land  a  railway  company  proposed  to  pass, 
agreed  in  May,  1864,  to  withdraw  his  opposition  to  their  bill  on  the  termn 
that  the  company  would  vary  the  course  of  their  line  and  make  certain 
bridges,  works,  and  approaches.  The  company  gave  a  notice  to  treat,  and 
on  the  20th  of  March,  1867,  they  went  into  possession.  On  the  27th  of 
May  a  further  agreement  was  come  to  that  the  company  should  pay  £2250 
for  purchase-money  and  compensation,  and  should  construct  the  bridges 
askew  according  to  an  agreed  plan. 

The  company  constructed  the  line  as  agreed  upon,  but  did  not  complete 
the  works,  nor  pay  the  purchase-money,  nor  the  interest,  though  completion 
of  the  works  was  demanded  in  July,  1868,  and  payment  of  interest  in 
December,  1868. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1869,  a  substituted  agreement  was  made  betweetJ 
the  landowner  and  the  company,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  an  estimate 
should  be  made  by  the  company's  engineer  of  the  cost  of  completing  the 
road,  and  submitted  to  X,  the  landowner's  agent,  "  for  approval ;  in  case  of 
difference  the  amount  to  be*  determined  by  B,  f  the  amount,  "  when  agreed 
or  determined,"  to  be  paid  to  the  landowner, "  in  discharge  of  all  obligations  " 
as  to  the  road ;  and  "  the  purchase  to  be  completed  forthwith." 

In  December,  1871,  A,  died ;  and  in  May,  1872,  the  company,  for  the 
first  time,  sent  in  an  estimate  for  the  cost  of  completing  the  road.  The 
purchase  had  not  been  completed,  and  neither  the  purchase-money  nor  any 
interest  had  been  paid.    B.  was  living : — 

EeM^  that  the  submission  of  the  estimate  to  A,  for  approval  was  of  the 
essence  of  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  February,  1869 ;  and  that,  inasmuch 
as  by  his  death  the  agreement  was  incapable  of  being  performed  in  the 
planner  and  form  therein  specified,  the  Court  could  not  enforce  performance 
of  it. 

Specific  performance  decreed  of  the  works  according  to  the  agreements 
of  1864  and  1867. 

The  company  were  ordered  to  pay  interest  on  the  purchase-money  from 
the  date  of  their  taking  possession;  but  no  inquiry  was  directed  as  to 
damages. 

Motion  for  decree. 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  18th  of  May,  1864,  and  made 
between  John  Firth  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Midland  Railtcay 
Company  of  the  other  part,  it  was  agreed  that  a  petition  about 
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to  be  presented  by  Firth  to  the  House  of  Lords  against  a  bill  pro-     v.-c.  B. 
moted  by  the  company  for  making  a  branch  line  from  Chesterfield        i875 
io  Sheffield  should  be  withdrawn,  on  the  terms  that  the  company      ^^^ 
should  vary  the  centre  line  of  the  proposed  railway  according  to  ^' 

an  annexed  plan,  and  should  construct  two  bridges  at  right  angles  Railway  Co. 
to  the  railway,  with  proper  approaches,  "  such  bridges  to  be  made 
at  such  places  as  shall  be  designated  by  Mr.  Marcus  Smith  or 
other  the  agent  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  after  mentioned,"  with 
a  further  stipulation  as  follows :  ''  The  before-mentioned  bridges 
and  approaches  to  be  made  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  Mr. 
Marcus  Smith,  of  Sheffield,  or  in  the  event  of  his  death,  the  agent 
for  the  time  being  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  in  Sheffjidd  ;  and  to  be 
completed  contemporaneously  with  the  railway.*' 

The  proposed  bridges  were  intended  to  connect  parts  of  a  free- 
hold estate  belonging  to  Firth,  which  was  about  to  be  severed  by 
the  proposed  line. 

On  the  5th  of  July,  1866,  the  company  served  Mr.  Firth  with 
a  notico  to  treat  for  4a.  In.  25p.  of  the  estate ;  and  on  the  20th 
of  March,  1867,  the  company  paid  into  the  bank  to  the  account 
of  the  Accountant-General  and  the  credit  of  John  Firth  the  sum 
of  £1068,  and  delivered  to  him  a  bond  in  a  like  amount,  condi- 
tioned for  the  payment  of  such  purchase-money  or  compensation 
as  might  be  determined  to  be  payable  by  the  company,  with 
interest  at  £5  per  cent,  from  the  date  of  entering  into  possession 
until  payment. 

On  the  same  20th  of  March,  1867,  the  company  took  possession 
of  the  land.  They  constructed  the  line,  with  the  variation  of 
centre  which  had  been  agreed  upon. 

By  a  notice  in  writing,  dated  the  17th  of  May,  1867,  signed  by 
Marcus  Smith,  and  duly  served  on  the  company,  Marcus  Smith 
designated  the  places  where  the  bridges  should  be  constructed  at 
right  angles  to  the  line,  by  reference  to  an  accompanying  plan. 

In  order  that  the  bridges  might  cross  the  line  at  right  angles  it 
was  necessary,  or  at  least  more  convenient,  that  the  roads  should 
approach  the  bridges  by  curves,  and  the  plan  shewed  these  curves, 
and  also  shewed  the  straight  courses  which  the  roads  would  take 
if  the  bridges  should  be  built  askew  instead  of  at  right  angles  to 
the  line. 
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V.-o.  B.         On  or  about  the  27th  of  May,  ISGT,  an  agreement  was  come  to 

1875       between  Firth  and  the  company,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the 

Pqth      company  should  pay  to  Firih  a  sum  of  £2250  as  purchase-money 

Midland     *^^  Compensation  for  the  land  taken  by  them,  and  that  the  two 

Railway  Go.  bridges  should  be  constructed  askew,  according  to  the  plan  annexed 

to  the  notice  of  the  17th  of  May,  1867. 

This  agreement  was  constituted  by  a  correspondence,  from  which 
it  appeared  that  the  company  agreed  to  pay  £2750  for  the  land 
and  severance,  and  stipulated  to  receive  back  £500  for  making 
the  bridges  askew ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  costs  and  expenses 
were  to  be  paid  by  the  company,  the  amount  to  be  settled,  in  case 
of  difference,  under  the  Act ;  and  the  1st  of  August,  1867,  was 
proposed  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase.  The  formal  contract 
embodying  this  agreement  was  never  signed. 

On  the  10th  of  December,  1867,  a  second  "notice,  signed  by 
Marcus  Smithy  was  served  upon  the  company,  stating  his  opinion 
that  the  approaches  ought  to  be  properly  formed,  fenced,  sewered, 
stoned,  and  completed  in  all  respects  in  accordance  with  the  bye- 
laws  of  the  borough  of  Sheffield  and  the  provisions  of  the  Local 
Government  Act,  1858. 

On  the  13th  of  February,  1868,  the  company  entered  into  an 
undertaking,  in  a  suit  of  Newbould  v.  Midland  BaUway  Com- 
pany,  not  to  interfere,  until  the  hearing  of  that  cause,  with  a 
right  of  way,  alleged  by  Newbould  and  Rodffers,  the  Plaintiffs  in  that 
suit,  to  exist,  and  which  it  was  said  would  be  interfered  with  or 
destroyed  by  the  construction  of  the  more  northerly  of  the  skew 
bridges. 

On  the  24th  of  July,  1868,  Messrs.  Broomhead  &  Wightman, 
Mr.  Firth's  solicitors,  wrote  to  Messrs.  Beale,  Marigold,  dt  Boole, 
the  company's  solicitors,  enclosing  a  plan  from  Mr.  Marcus  Smith, 
and  shewing  two  ways  in  which  the  company  could  make  the 
northerly  road  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  Parliamentary 
agreement,  with  either  of  which  Mr.  Firth  would  be  satisfied,  and  to 
neither  of  which  they  thought  the  Plaintiffs  in  NewbovJd  v.  Midland 
BaUwatj  Company  could  successfully  object;  and  urging  that 
whichever  plan  was  adopted,  it  should  be  carried  out  as  quickly 
as  possible. 

On  the  30th  of  December,  1868,  Firth's  solicitors  wrote  to  the 
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company's  solicitors,  asking  for  the  interest  due  to  Mr.  Firth  on     V.-O.  B. 
£2250  from  the  20th  of  Maroh,  1867,  up  to  the  20th  of  December,       1875 
1868,  namely,  £196  178.  6d.  less  income  tax.  Fibth 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1869,  the  company's  solicitors  wrote  to  mi^^'^,^ 
say  that  the  amount  of  £2250  was  agreed  to  on  the  footii^  that  Bailway  Co. 
the  approach  roads  were  to  be  made  as  indicated  by  the  notice  of 
the  16th  of  May,  1867,  and  that  they  \Vere  commenced  until  the 
construction  of  one  of  them  was  stopped  by  the  proceedings  in  the 
suit  **  It  then  appeared  clear,"  the  writers  continued,  "  that  your 
client  was  unable  to  put  the  company  in  possession  of  the 'site  of 
the  old  foot-road  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  approaches 
in  accordance  with  Mr.  Smith's  plan,  and  on  the  24th  of  July, 
1868,  you  wrote  stating  the  alternative  courses  •  •  •  •  We  find 
that  either  course  of  construction  will  involve  a  very  considerable 
outlay  beyond  the  cost  of  the  road  as  originally  contemplated. 
Provided  that  this  additional  expense  be  borne  by  Mr.  Firth,  the 
company  will  agree  to  whichever  mode  of  construction  may  be 
found  most  convenient  .  •  •  •  We  do  not  think  the  company  can 
properly  pay  interest  until  these  questions  are  disposed  of." 

In  answer,  FirtKs  solicitors  observed  that  the  company  did  not 
make  the  approach  roads  as  indicated  in  the  notice  of  the  17th  of 
May,  1867.  The  difficulty  had  arisen  from  the  company  departing 
from  the  original  scheme  in  order  to  enable  them,  for  their  own 
convenience,  to  make  use  of  the  foundations  of  the  more  northerly 
of  the  two  bridges.  They  proposed  a  meeting  for  a  settlement, 
and  again  demanded  the  payment,  without  prejudice,  of  the  interest. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1869,  an  agreement  was  come  to  be- 
tween the  respective  solicitors  in  the  following  terms : — 

•*  The  approach  from  A.  to  B.  on  plan  signed  by  Mr.  Orossley  and 
Mr.  Mareus  Smith  to  be  completed  by  the  company  according  to 
the  present  arrangements. 

"The  approach  on  the  south-east  side  of  the  railway  from  B. 
in  the  direction  of  X.  to  be  neatly  trimmed  down. 

"  xVn  estimate  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Crossley  of  the  cost  of  complet- 
ing the  road  from  B.  towards  G,  according  to  the  arrangements 
existing  before  Mr.  NetobotdcPs  bill  was  filed,  and  submitted  to  Mr. 
Marcus  Smith  for  approval,  and  in  case  of  difibrence  the  amounts 
to  be  determined  by  Mr.  Charles  Saere. 
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V. 0. B.         "The  company  to  pay  the  amount,  when  agreed  or  detennined, 
1875       to  Mr.  Firth  in  discharge  of  all  obligations  as  to  the  road. 
Firth  "  ^  release  to  be  executed  to  the  compctny  if  required. 

Midland         '*  ^^^  purchase  to  be  completed  forthwith,  and  the  company's 
Bailway  Co.  obligations  as  to  the  other  road  to  continue  in  force. 

"  The  company  to  pay  the  costs  in  Newlould  v.  Midland  Rail- 
way Company^ 

The  plan  above  referred  to  was  the  same  as  the  plan  referred  to 
in  the  letter  of  the  24th  of  July,  1868,  the  approach  from  A.  to  B. 
being  an  approach  in  a  straight  line  to  the  more  northerly  of  the 
two  skew  bridges  over  the  railway. 

On  the  17th  of  April,  1869,  John  Firth  died,  having  devised  his 
estate  to  the  present  Plaintiffs,  Marh  Firth,  Henry  Harrison,  and 
Franh  Wever,  upon  certain  trusts. 

The  trustees,  after  Firth's  death,  purchased  the  property  of  tlie 
Plaintiffs  in  Newbould  v.  Midland  Bailway  Company,  and  on  the 
21st  of  July,  1870,  the  bill  in  that  suit  was  dismissed,  the  company 
being  ordered  to  pay  the  costs. 

Further  applications  to  the  company  by  Mr.  Marcus  Smith  having 
been  made,  the  trustees'  solicitors,  on  the  17th  of  March,  1871, 
again  wrote  to  the  company's  solicitors  asking  for  completion  of 
the  road  with  as  little  delay  as  possible ;  and  on  the  27th  of  May 
they  repeated  the  demand  in  the  following  terras  : — *'  Our  clients 
require  the  company  to  complete  the  roads  across  the  railway  in 
pursuance  of  the  Parliamentary  agreement  entered  into  with 
Mr.  Firth  by  the  company,  on  his  agreeing  to  withdraw  his  oppo- 
sition to  the  company's  bill.  We  are  quite  aware  that  part  of 
one  of  the  roads  was  left  in  an  unfinished  state,  in  consequence 
of  the  suit  instituted  by  Messrs.  Newlould  &  Bodgers;  but  the 
company  was  to  pay  the  costs  of  completing  it  to  Mr.  FiHK  This 
has  never  been  done  ....  Do  the  company  propose  that  our 
clients  shall  complete  the  roads,  and  charge  the  company  with 
the  cost?" 

On  the  12th  of  June  the  company's  solicitors  wrote  that  they 
had  instructed  Mr.  Grossley,  an  engineer,  to  prepare  and  forward 
to  them  "an  estimate  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  of 
February,  1869."  On  the  1st  of  November  they  again  wrote : 
''The  engineers  are  much  pressed  ^t  this  time  with  Pariiamentarv 
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work.    We  will  get  the  estimate  as  soon  as  possible,  and  in  the      V.-O.  B. 

meantime  will  prepare  draft  conveyance."  1875 

On  the  24th  of  December,  1871,  Mr.  Marcus  Smith  died.  Viwm 

On  the  17th  of  May,  1872,  the  company's  solicitors  wrote  to  the     „  ^• 

trustees'  solicitors  as  follows : —  Railway  Co, 

**Mr.  Crossley  writes  us  that  his  estimate  for  completing  the 
approach  is — 

« Exclusive  of  earthwork  .         .         .         £700  17 

'*  And  say,  for  earthwork  ,         ,         ,  150     0 


£850  17" 


On  the  22nd  of  May  the  draft  conveyance  was  sent  by  the 
company's  solicitors  for  perusal. 

In  answer  to  the  letter  of  ^the  17th  of  May,  1872,  the  trustees' 
solicitors,  on  the  10th  of  June,  1872,  wrote,  "  The  trustees  insist 
that  the  works  are  to  be  executed  in  conformity  with  these  notices  " 
(ie^  of  the  17th  of  May,  1867,  and  the  10th  of  December,  1867). 
*'  The  trustees  are  unable  to  accept  Mr.  Crosslej/s  estimate,  or  any 
estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  works.  As  the  works  are  to  be  erected, 
the  question  is  not  one  of  estimated,  but  of  actual  cost.  We  see 
no  necessity  for  reverting  to  the  terms  of  the  6th  of  February 
1869.  We  observe  that  those  terms  contemplated  an  immediate 
completion  of  the  matter,  and  were  only  agreed  to  by  Mr.  Firth  on 
that  distinct  understanding."  They  then  demanded  payment  of  the 
following  sums: — Agreed  amount  of  purchase- money  and  com- 
pensation, £2250 ;  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  from  the  20th  of  March, 
1867,  £587  15s.;  costs  and  expenses  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the 
company,  say  £400;  and  claimed  future  interest  on  the  total, 
namely,  £3237  15s.  5i.,  from  the  date  of  that  letter. 

In  answer  the  company's  solicitors,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1872, 
paid  they  were  prepared  to  carry  out  their  agreements  with  Mr. 
Firth,  but  could  not  accept  the  trustees'  statements  of  their  obhga- 
tions,  '*  as  you  practically  ignore  the  agreement  made  on  the  6th  of 
February,  1869."  They  said  it  rested  with  the  trustees  to  carry 
out  that  agreement. 

On  the  5th  of  July,  1872,  the  draft  conveyance  wns  returned, 
perused. 


106  EQUITT  CASE8.  [L.  JL 

V.-O.  B.         The  bill  was  filed  on  the  19th  of  November,  1872,  by  the  trastees 

1875        against  the  company,  alleging  that  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of 

FiBTH      February,  1869,  was  entered  into  by  Mr.  Firth  on  a  distinct  nnder- 

Midland     standing  that  the  matter  would  be  completed,  and  the  money 

Kailway  Co.  due  to  him  for  principal  and  interest,  and  for  the  cost  of  the 

road,  would  be  paid  immediately ;  -that  no  estimate  as  proposed  by 

that  agreement  was  ever  submitted  to  Mr.  Marctis  Smiih,  and  that, 

as  he  died  before  any  such  estimate  was  made,  the  method  con* 

templated  by  that  agreement  of  estimating  the  cost  was  now' 

impracticable. 

The  bill  prayed,  1,  for  specific  performance  of  the  agreements 
of  the  13th  of  May,  1864,  and  of  May,  1867  ;  2,  that  the  Defen- 
dants might  be  ordered  *'  to  complete  the  said  bridges,  approaches, 
and  works,  according  to  the  arrangements  constituted  by  the  said 
agreement  of  the  13th  of  May,  1864,  the  said  notices  of  the  17th 
of  May,  1867,  and  10th  of  December,  1867,  and  the  said  agree- 
ment of  May,  1867 ;"  or,  in  the  alternative,  that  the  Plaintifis 
might  be  at  liberty  to  complete  the  works,  and  the  Defendants 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs ;  3,  for  payment  of  the  purchase-money 
of  £2250,  and  interest  from  the  20t.h  of  March,  1867 ;  and,  4,  for 
damages ;  with  other  relief. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer,  filed  the  2nd  of  April,  1873, 
stated  as  follows : — 

"We  admit  that  we  do  refuse  to  complete  the  road  in  the  said 
agreement  of  the  6th  of  February,  1869,  described,  in  the  manner 
contemplated  by  the  said  agreement  of  the  13th  of  May,  1864,  or 
to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  actual  cost  which  they  may  incur  in 
completing  the  same;  but  we  are,  and  always  have  been,  ready 
and  willing  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  estimated  costs  of  com- 
•  pleting  the  said  road  in  manner  aforesaid,  to  be  ascertained  and 
determined  as  provided  by  the  said  memorandum  of  agreement 
of  the  6th  day  of  February,  1869 ;  and  in  all  other  respects  duly 
to  perform  the  said  agreements  between  us  and  the  Plaintiffs." 

They  further  said : — 

**  We  deny  it  to  be  true,  however,  that  the  method  of  deter- 
mining the  amounts  of  the  estimate  of  the  costs  contemplated  by 
that  agreement  is  now  impracticable.    Mr.  Charles  SacrS,  in  the 
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said  agreement  named  as  the  person  to  determine  the  amount  of  y.-O.  B. 
the  said  estimate  in  case  of  diflference,  is  living,  and  willing  to       1875 

determine  it ;  and  we  are,  and  always  have  been,  willing  to  abide  Ynrn 

by  his  decision."  ^l  J^^^ 

Railway  Go. 

Mr.  Katjy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Marten,  Q.C.,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

After  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  February,  1869,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  Defendants  at  once  to  have  taken  steps  to  obtain  Mr. 
Crosdey^B  estimate,  and  also  to  have  completed  the  purchase ;  bat 
they  did  nothing.  In  December,  1871,  Mr.  Marcus  Smith  died ; 
and  not  until  May,  1872,  was  the  estimate  sent.  They  now  say  they 
are  willing  to  pay  these  estimated  costs  under  the  agreement  of 
the  6th  of  February,  1869,  but  not  the  actual  costs  under  the 
former  agreements  and  notices.  That  is  the  substantial  point  at 
issue. 

Here,  then,  was  a  distinct  agreement  concluded  in  May,  1867, 
to  make  certain  roads,  of  which  the  full  details  were  settled  by 
Mr.  SmUh  in  his  lifetime.  This  was  afterwards  varied  by  another 
agreement  of  the  6th  of  February,  1869.  But  the  latter  agreement 
was  made  conditional  on  its  being  immediately  carried  out.  We 
were  content  to  relieve  them  of  part  of  their  obligations  under  the 
former  contract,  if  they  would  pay  us  immediately  a  sum  to  be 
estimated  in  a  particular  way  by  a  particular  person.  They  delay 
for  three  years.  Meanwhile  the  particular  agent  dies ;  the  esti- 
mate cannot  be  made  in  the  way  proposed,  and  the  agreement  of 
the  6th  of  February,  1869,  cannot  be  performed.  Under  these 
circumstances,  we  ask  the  Court  to  say  that  the  original  agree- 
ment, for  which  we  intended  to  substitute  the  inchoate  agreement 
of  February,  1869,.  must  be  performed  specifically. 

We  ask  either  for  a  declaration  that  we  are  entitled  to  make 
the  road  ourselves,  and  to  charge  the  company  with  the  expenses : 
or,  for  a  decree  to  compel  the  company  specifically  to  make 
these  accommodation  works.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  do 
this  is  established  by  Sforer  v.  Oreai  Western  Railway  Com- 
pony  (1) ;  LyUan  v.  Oreai  Northern  Railway  Company  (2) ;  Greene 
V.  West  Cheshire  Railway  Company  (3). 

(1)  2  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  48.  (2)  2  K.  &  J.  3^4. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  44. 
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V.-C.  B.  But  where  the  contract  is  to  bnild  houses  in  a  way  as  to  which 
1875  particular  persons  are  to  be  consulted,  and  they  come  to  no  deci- 
FiBTH  sJo°>  *'^®  Court  will  not  decree  specific  performance :  TiHetl  v. 
Midland  Oha'^''^9  Cro88  Bridge  Company  (1).  In  this  case  the  Master  of 
Railway  Co.  the  KoUs  spoke  of  Gregory  v.  Mighell  (2)  as  a  very  strong  deci- 
sion. In  Gregory  v.  MiglieU  there  was  a  price  to  be  paid  which 
was  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  and  as  arbitrators  to  be  named 
should  fix.  No  arbitrators  were  ever  named ;  nevertheless  Lord 
Eldon  granted  specific  performance,  no  doubt,  as  the  Master  of  the 
Eolls  observed,  in  consequence  of  the  presence  of  the  words  "  fair 
and  reasonable."  So  in  Barley  v.  WhitaJcer  (3)  the  Court  reluc- 
tantly refused  to  grant  specific  performance  of  an  agreement,  one 
part  of  which,  namely,  the  price  to  be  paid,  was  left  to  be  deter- 
mined by  arbitration,  and  never  was  fixed;  and  in  Vichers  v. 
Viciers  (4)  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  contract  which  the 
Court  could  specifically  enforce. 

Here  the  Defendants  have  had  possession ;  that  is,  there  has 
been  part  performance.  Under  these  circumstances  the  Court  will 
not  allow  a  party  to  escape  from  his  engagements  on  the  ground 
of  the  SUxtvie  ofFraudsy  after  the  other  party  has  expended  his 
money ;  and  will,  if  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  hearing,  should  fail  to 
establish  the  precise  terms  of  the  agreement,  endeavour  to  collect 
what  they  really  were :  Mundy  v.  Jciliffe  (5) ;  it  being  the  duty  of 
the  Court,  as  far  as  possible,  to  ascertain  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  give  effect  to  them :  WHeon  v.  West  Hartlepool  BaUway 
Company  (6). 

There  is  the  further  point,  that  time  was  of  the  essence  of  the 
inchoate  contract  of  February,  1869,  which  was  intended  to  be 
substituted  for  the  former.  The  words  are, ''  the  purchase  to  be 
completed  forthwith."  Even  if  there  should  be  a  difference  as  to 
this  upon  the  true  construction,  we  say  we  understood  the  agree- 
ment of  February,  1869,  in  this  way ;  and  the  onus  js  on  the 
Defendants,  if  they  insist  upon  a  substituted  contract,  to  shew 
that  the  terms  of  it  were  understood  in  the  same  sense  by  both  of 
us :   Earl  of  Damley  v.  London,  Chaiham^  and  Dover  Baihcay 

(1)  2G  Bcav.  419.  (4)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  529. 

(2)  18  Ves.  328.  (5)  5  My.  &  Cr.  167,  177. 

(3)  4  Drew.  134.  (6)  2  D.  J.  &  S.  475. 
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Company  (1) ;    Wycombe  Railway  Company  v.  Donnington  Eos-  v.-a  B. 
pital  (2).  1875 

The  result  of  the  whole  is  that  the  agreement  of  February,  1869,  Pibth 
is  not  binding  on  us,  and  is  inoperatire. 


V. 

Midland 
Kailway  C<-, 


Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Jackson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  De- 
fendants : — 

The  question  is,  can  the  Plaintifis  insist  upon  the  specific  per- 
formance of  two  agreements,  without  including  the  third  ?  When 
the  Plaintiffs  bring  forward  lapse  of  time  as  being  fatal  to  the 
agreement  of  February,  1869,  they  overlook  the  fact  that  laches 
and  acquiescence  would  have  equally  put  an  end  to  the  former 
agreements.  But  in  fact  there  were  two  separate  terms  in  the 
contract — one  relating  to  the  accommodation  works,  the  other  to 
the  purchase.  The  word  '^  fordiwith  "  was  meant  to  apply  to  the 
payment  of  purchase  and  compensation  money,  not  to  the  accom* 
modation  works.  Can  it  be  said  that  this  was  a  condition,  on  the 
non-fulfilment  of  which  the  whole  contract  must  be  abandoned 
and  fail  ? 

Then  as  to  the  construction  of  the  contract :  the  true  meaning 
is  that  in  case  of  any  difference,  no  matter  what,  Mr.  Sacre  was 
to  be  the  umpire.  All  that  was  mentioned  was  Mr.  Marcus 
Smith's  ''  approval."    He  was  not  appointed  an  arbitrator. 

As  to  the  cases  cited:  Tillett  v.  Charing  Cross  Bridge  Com^ 
pany  (3)  did  not  involve  any  question  of  price;  in  Darhey  v. 
Whitaker  (4)  it  was  essential  that  the  price  should  be  fixed  by 
arbitration;  so  in  Vickers  v.  Viekers  (5). 

The  rule  is  laid  down  in  MUnes  v,  Gery  (6),  where  Sir  W.  Grant 
says  there  may  be  specific  performance  in  all  cases  except  where 
the  price  has  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration,  and  the  arbitration  fails.  Of 
this  Gourlay  v.  Duke  of  Somerset  (7)  is  an  example.  These  cases 
were  followed  in  Jackson  v.  Jackson  (8).  But  where  the  fixing  of 
a  valne  by  arbitrators  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the 
Court  will  carry  the  agreement  into  effect,  and,   if  necessary, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  H»  L.  43,  GO.  (6)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  529. 

(2)  Ibid.  1  Ch.  268.  (6)  14  Ves.  400. 

(3)  2fi  Beav.  410.  (7)  19  Ibid.  429. 

(4)  4  Drew.  134.  (8)  1  Sm.  &  Giff.  181. 
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V.-aB,     ascertain  the  value:  Dinham  v.  Bradford  (1);  Richardson  v. 
1875       Smith  (2). 

FiBTH  They  are,  in  fact,  attempting  to  repudiate  part  of  an  agreement. 

jytoLAND  ^^®  ^^^  ^^*  Firth  shewed  a  willingness  to  treat  non-performance 
lUiLWAY  Co.  as  a  subject  of  pecuniary  consideration.  Having  done  that,  sup- 
posing the  other  parts  of  the  contract  can  be  treated  in  the  same 
way,  he  could  not,  and  the  Plaintiffs,  his  devisees,  cannot  have 
specific  performance :  Paris  Chocolate  Company  v.  Crystal  Palace 
Company  (3).  Either  the  Plaintiffs  must  take  a  decree  for  specific 
performance  of  all  the  contracts,  or  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — ^All  I  wish  to  hear  you  on,  Mr.  Kay, 
is  as  to  the  second  alternative  of  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
prayer. 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply : — 

We  cannot  force  the  Defendants  to  pay  what  it  may  cost  us  to 
complete  these  works.  The  only  agreement  we  are  entitled  of 
right  to  enforce  against  them  is  that  they  shall  construct  the 
woFks.  But  if  our  right  be  once  established,  the  question  will 
reduce  itself  to  this — Shall  the  company  make  the  works  them- 
selves, or  pay  the  actual  expense  of  making  them  ? 

The  only  claim  which  they  make  is  to  be  allowed  to  make  an 
estimate,  and  be  ordered  to  pay  no  more  than  the  amount  of  that 
estimate.  We  say  the  estimate  cannot  now  be  made  in  the  stipu- 
lated manner;  and  that  unless  and  until  the  estimate  is  made, 
there  is  no  contract  of  February,  1869 :  Vickers  v.  Vickers  (4). 
Mr.  Sacre  was  not  to  have  been  called  in  unless  it  had  been  found 
impossible  for  Mr.  Ma/rcus  Smith  and  the  other  valuer  to  agree. 

• 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  only  point  which  it  is  necessary  for  me  seriously  to  con^ 
eider  is  that  which  arises  upon  the  agreement  of  February,  1869, 
or  rather  upon  that  part  of  it  which  alone  remains,  namely,  tlie 
stipulation  for  the  completion  of  these  roads. 

Now  that  this  part  of  the  agreement  cannot  be  performed  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  519.  (3)  3  Sm.  &  Giflf.  119. 

Qi)  Ibid.  648.  (4)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  529. 
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the  manner  and  form  therein  specified,  is  of  course  beyond  the      V.-O.  B. 
possibility  of  dispute.     Prior  to  the  6th  of  February,  1869,  the        i875 
agreements  of  1864  and  1867  being  in  existence,  and  neither  side      firth 
seeking  to  depart  from  them,  it  was  plainly  incumbent  upon  the    ^,  ^'  ^^ 
railway  company  to  make  the  roads.     Then  there  seems  to  have  Railway  Co. 
been  a  suggestion  made — it  does  not  appear  very  distinctly  why, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire — (perhaps  owing  to  the  suit  of 
Neuibmdd  and  Bodgers  against  the  company)  that  it  would  be  more 
convenient  for  Mr.  Firth  to  keep  the  making  of  the  roads  in  his 
own  hands  than  for  the  railway  company  to  do  that  which,  under 
the  original  agreement,  they  were  plainly  bound  to  do,  namely,  to 
make  the  roads;  and  accordingly,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1869, 
it  was  stipulated  that  an  estimate  should  be  made  ^^by  Mr. 
Crossley  for  making  the  road  from  B.  towards  C.  according  to  the 
arrangements  existing  before  Messrs.  Newhould  and  Rodger^  bill 
was  filed ;"  and  that  was  to  be  ^^  submitted  to  Mr.  Marcus  Smith 
for  approval,  and  in  case  of  difference,  the  amounts  "  were  "  to  be 
determined  by  Mr.  Charles  SacreJ* 

Now  the  meaning  of  that  is  exceedingly  plain,  and  is  not  to  be 
disputed.  The  company  have  their  partisan — I  use  the  word  in 
no  invidious  sense — ^namely,  Mr.  Crossley;  and  Mr.  Firth  has  his 
partisan,  viz.,  Mr.  Marcus  Smith,  who  from  the  very  beginning  of 
these  transactions,  it  is  clearly  evident,  was  acquainted  with  the 
whole  subject  of  the  plans  and  roads,  and  knew  perfectly  well  the 
requirements  which  his  client — if  I  may  so  call  him — Mr.  Firth, 
would  desire.  Accordingly  Mr.  Firth  stipulates  that  he  shall  have 
the  help  of  Marcus  Smith.  Although  he,  Mr.  Firth,  will  receive 
the  estimate  that  Mr.  Crossley  may  send,  he  will  not  adopt  it 
imless  Mr.  Marcus  Smith  approves  of  it.  Then,  in  case  there 
should  be  a  difference,  but  only  in  that  case,  between  the  estimate 
submitted  by  Crossley,  and  the  comments  made  upon  it  by  Marcm 
Smith,  Sacre  was  to  determine  upon  those  points  in  difference 
between  them,  and  fix  the  amount  to  be  paid. 

Well,  from  the  date  of  that  agreement  in  February,  1869,  the 
company  were  required  to  famish,  and  had  abundant  opportunity 
of  furnishing,  that  estimate  by  Crossley ;  but  they  did  not  do  so 
until  May,  1872,  more  than  two  years  after  the  matter  ought  to 
have  been  settled.    The  reason  for  this,  and  the  only  reason  I  can 
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V.-C.B.  find,  is  that  suggested  in  the  letter  of  November,  1871,  in  which 
1875  they  say,  "  The  engineers  are  much  pressed  at  this  time,  and  we 
FiiiTii  ^^11  g®^  ^he  estimate  made  as  soon  as  possible." 
Midland  How,  then,  can  that  agreement  be  now  performed  ?  Admittedly 
Railway  Co.  it  cannot  be  performed  now  in  spirit  and  in  meaning.  It  is  in  vain 
to  say  that  the  Court  has  it  in  its  power  of  itself  to  enforce  such  an 
agreement  as  this,  or  any  agreement  for  a  valuation;  unless  the  valu- 
ation be  a  matter  wholly  subsidiary  to,  and  not  of  the  essence  of, 
the  agreement.  The  Court  has  no  other  power  than  to  deal  with 
the  case  which  the  bill  presents  to  it.  It  is  by  no  fault  of  Mr. 
Firth  cr  of  the  Plaintiffs  that  the  agreement  has  not  been  per- 
formed. Neither  he  nor  the  Plaintiffs  have  ever  sought  to  evade 
the  performance  of  it.  The  Plaintiffs  do  not  now,  as  I  understand 
from  the  record,  seek  to  withdraw  from  the  performance  of  tlie 
agreement,  if  it  can  be  performed,  as  the  late  Mr.  Firth  and  the 
Defendants  intended  it  should  be  performed.  It  is  wholly  impos- 
sible for  Sucre,  even  if  the  estimate  were  proceeded  with  to-morrow, 
to  enter  into  it,  inasmuch  as  he  would  not  have  the  advantage  of 
hearing  what  Marcus  Smith  might  have  had  to  say  as  to  the 
reason  why  the  road  should  be  carried  in  some  particular  direc- 
tion, or  as  to  the  materials  of  which  it  should  be  made — in  short, 
he  would  not  have  the  opportunity  of  doing  that  which,  and  only 
which,  the  agreement  says  he  was  to  be  called  upon  to  do,  viz.,  to 
decide  between  the  two  parties  "  in  case  of  difference "  between 
them  as  to  the  amounts  to  be  paid. 

To  go  into  any  other  part  of  the  case  seems  to  me  to  be  un- 
necessary. That  the  roads  are  to  be  made  is  not  disputed.  The 
dutv  of  making  them  is,  in  the  first  instance,  thrown  upon  the 
company,  and  the  company  are  offered  by  this  bill  the  alternative 
of  permitting  the  Plaintiffs  to  do  the  works,  or  of  undertaking  to 
pay  the  Plaintiffs  after  they  have  done  them.  The  Defendants  are 
under  no  obligation  to  accept  that  alternative  ;  but  I  think,  in  all 
fairness  and  honesty  they  are  obhged  to  make  the  roads.  They 
have  promised  to  make  them,  they  have  never  been  reheved  from 
that  promise,  and  it  never  was  intended  they  should  be  relieved. 
Nobody  can  read  the  agreement  of  February,  1869,  and  suppose 
that  it  was  intended  thereby  to  confer  any  benefit  upon  the  com- 
pany, though  it  may  have  estabhshed  a  state  of  circumstances 
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more  convenient  to  them.    Nor  was  the  agreement  ever  intended     V.-O.  B. 
to  diminish  the  rights  of  Mr.  Fifih.  1875 

What  the  Plaintiffs  insist  upon  now,  and  I  think  with  perfect      Tmn 
reason^  is,  that  the  original  agreements  of  1864  and  1867  ought  to    jjip^j, 
be  carried  into  execution.    That  is  what  they  ask  by  the  bill,  and  Railway  cJo. 
to  that  decree  I  think  they  are  entitled,  unless  some  arrangement 
between  the  parties  can  be  suggested  which  the  Court  can  adopt, 
and  which  will  render  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  make  the  decree  in 
those  terms.  Otherwise  I  shall  decree  that  the  company  be  ordered 
to  complete  the  roads,  bridges,  and  approaches  according  to  the 
arrangements  stated  by  the  agreement  of  the  13th  of  May,  1864, 
the  notices  of  the  16th  of  May,  1867,  and  the  lOtb  of  December, 
1867,  and  the  agreement  of  May,  1867. 

Mr.  Kay : — ^The  decree  will  be  according  to  the  first  alternative 
of  the  second  paragraph  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  I  ask  for 
damages,  and  for  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Fry  submitted  there  was  no  case  for  damagep. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  case  specially  alleged  or  proved, 
such  as  would  justify  my  allowing  any  inquiry  as  to  damages. 
The  parties  have  been  in  communication  all  this  time,  and 
I  think  it  would  be  going  beyond  the  justice  of  the  case  to 
direct  any  inquiry  as  to  damages.  But  since  I  find  that  the 
Plaintiffii  and  Mr.  Firth  have  been  asking  for  their  money  from 
the  time  it  was  due  to  Mr.  Firth^  that  is,  from  the  time  that  pos- 
session was  taken,  and  asking  for  it  in  vain,  I  think  the  Defendants 
have  no  excuse  for  not  making  payment  of  the  interest.  The 
question  as  to  the  completion  of  the  bridges  and  approaches  may 
famish  some  sort  of  excuse  for  the  other  payment  not  being  made, 
but  the  payment  of  the  interest  is  a  matter  of  right,  which  ought 
never  to  have  been  withstood  by  the  company.  Instead  of  making 
compliance  with  that  fair  demand,  they  tried  to  evade  it  with  a 
kind  of  feeling  throughout  this  correspondence  which  I  do  not  look 
at  with  any  satisfaction.  The  result,  I  find,  has  been,'  from  the 
year  1867  to  the  year  1875,  to  keep  this  landowner  and  his 

YoL.  XX.  /  U 
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Y.-0.  B.     devisees  out  of  the  price  which  the  company  ought  to  hare  paid 
1875  ,     for  the  land^ 

-ff^^  The  Plaintiffs  are,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  entitled  to  interest 

»^'         on  the  purchase-money  at  5  per  cent.  &om  the  20th  of  March, 

Railway  Go.  1867,  up  to  the  present  time.    The  costs  and  expenses  form  an 

item  upon  which  I  do  not  think  the  Plaintiffs  can  have  interest. 

The  costs  and  expenses  are  those  provided  for  by  the  original 

agreement.    The  Defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs:   Mr.  Henry  A.  Maude,  agent  for 

« 

Messrs.  Broomhead,  Wiffhtman,  &  Moore,  Sheffield. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant:  Messrs.  Becde,  Marigold^  d;  Beale. 


V -C.  B.  In  re  COAL  ECONOMISING  GAS  COMPANY, 


1875 


COVER'S  CASE. 

Companies  Act,  1867,  s.  38 — Antecedent  Contract — Promoter — MisrepresetUation 

in  Prospectus, 

In  July,  1873,  A,  agreed  to  purchase  a  patent  from  B,  for  £65,000,  pay- 
able partly  in  cash  and  i^artly  by  an  allotment  of  shares  in  a  company  to  be 
formed  for  working  the  patent,  with  a  stipulation  that  A.  should  with  as 
little  delay  as  possible  use  his  best  endeavours  for  the  formation  of  such  a 
company.  In  October,  1873,  A»  agreed  with  C,  as  a  trustee  for  the  intended 
company,  for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  patent  for  £125,000,  payable  in  cash  and 
shares,  with  a  proriio  that  A.  should  be  appointed  managing  director.  The 
company,  of  which  A.  became  a  director,  was  formed  in  Kovembery  1873, 
and  a  prospectus  was  issued  containing  no  mention  of  A,*s  contract  with  B. 

Upon  motion  by  a  person  who  had  applied  for  shares  after  seeing  the  pro- 
spectus, for  remoTal  of  his  name  from  the  register,  on  the  ground  that  the 
omission  from  the  prospectus  of  the  contract  by  which  ^  as  a  promoter 
purchased  Bh  patent  for  the  purposes  of  the  company  was  fraudulent  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1867,  s,  38 : — 

Edd,  that  as  A,  had  not  been  shewn  at  the  date  of  his  contract  with  B. 
to  have  been  a  promoter  of,  or  in  a  fiduciary  position  towards  the  company 
afterwards  formed,  the  omission  from  the  prospectus  of  all  notice  of  that 
contract  was  not  fraudulent  within  the  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867, 
8.38. 

Semhls,  that  if  A.  had  been  an  actual  promoter  of  the  company  at  the 
time  of  the  contraot,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  sect.  38,  the  remedy  given 
by  that  section  for  fraudulent  omission  was  against  the  delinquent  pcomoter^ 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  CASEa  116 

&€.,  personally,  and  not  against  tbo  company  by  removing  tho  name  of  tha      \,.Q,  B, 
shareholder,  who  had  taken  his  shares  on  the  faith  of  the  prospectus,  from 
the  register : — 


JBMj  also,  independently  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  that  neither  the  Gover's  Case. 
omission  from  the  prospectus  of  the  agreement  with  B,^  nor  the  increased 
price  charged  by  A,  on  his  sale  to  the  company  of  B^s  patent  afforded  any 
ground,  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  35,  for  releasing  shareholders 
who  took  their  shares  in  ignorance  of  these  circumstances. 

xHIS  was  a  motion  under  the  Companies  AclSj  1862,  1867,  on 
behalf  of  Miss  Oover^  the  holder  of  ten  shares  in  the  Coal  Econo- 
mising Oas  Company,  Limited^  that  the  register  of  members  of  the 
company  might  be  rectified  by  striking  out  her  name  therefrom, 
on  the  ground  that  the  prospectus,  on  the  faith  of  which  she 
applied  for,  and  received  an  allotment  of,  shares  in  the  company, 
did  not  disclose  a  material  contract  entered  into  by  an  alleged 
promoter  of  the  company  before  the  issue  of  the  prospectus. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  23rd  of  July,  1873,  an  agreement  was 
entered  into  by  Henry  Skoines  for  the  sale  to  W,  8.  Mappin  of  his 
patent  for  improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  gas,  dated  the  8th 
of  March,  1873,  at  the  price  of  £65,000,  to  be  paid  as  follows  : — 
£1000  upon  the  signing  of  the  agreement;  £4000  in  cash  within 
twenty-one  days  after  an  allotment  of  shares  in  a  company,  to.be 
formed  and  registered  with  limited  liability  by  Mappin  for  the 
purpose  of  working  the  patent,  should  have  been  made ;  £15,000 
in  fully  paid-up  preference  shares  of  the  company,  bearing  interest 
at  15  per  cent,  per  annum ;  and  £45,000,  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, in  fully  paid-up  ordinary  shares  of  the  company.  It 
was  also  agreed  that  Mappin  should,  with  as  little  delay  as  pos- 
sible, use  his  best  endeavours  to  form,  or  cause  to  be  formed  and 
registered,  pursuant  to  the  Companies  Ads,  1862  and  1867,  a  com- 
pany with  limited  liability,  with  a  capital  not  exceeding  £150,000, 
having  for  its  objects  the  acquiring  and  working  of  the  said  letters 
patent  thereby  agreed  to  be  sold ;  and  that  on  the  formation  of  such 
company  Skoines  should  be  entitled  to  nominate  two  persons  to 
act  as  directors,  but  such  nomination  to  be  subject  to  the  approval 
of  Mappin.  In  case  Mappin  failed  to  form  a  company  the  agree- 
ment was  to  become  void,  and  the  deposit  of  £1000  was  to  be 
forfeited  to  Skoines.    Mappin  was  to  be  at  liberty,  before  entering 

upon  the  formation  of  the  company,  to  test  the  invention  oi  Skoines 

72  2 
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y.-O.  B.  l>7  experiments,  Skaines  giving  all  such  assistance  as  might  he 
1875  needed  in  carrying  ont  such  experiments. 
Qot^Toabb.  ^^  *^®  ^^^  ^^  October,  1873,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
•—  between  Mappin  and  J.  S.  Wrighiy  therein  described  as  a  trustee 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  company  intended  to  be  forthwith  formed 
and  registered  with  limited  liability  under  the  name  of  the  Coal 
Eeonomisinff  Gas  Oampany*  By  this  agreement  Mappin  agreed  to 
sell  to  Wriffhi  as  such  trustee  the  patent  of  the  8th  of  March,  1873, 
together  with  the  full  benefit  and  advantage  thereof.  The  pur- 
chase-money was  £125,000,  payable  as  to  £75,000  in  cash  within 
twenty-one  days  after  the  resolution  of  the  directors  for  the  allot- 
ment of  shares  in  the  intended  company  and  the  adoption  by  them 
of  this  agreement;  £7500  in  cash  within  two  months  from  the 
date  of  the  first  payment ;  the  further  sum  of  £45,000  in  fully 
paid-up  shares  entitled  to  a  preferential  dividend  of  10  per  cent, 
over  the  shares  next  mentioned,  and  the  balance  of  £65,000  in 
deferred  shares  in  the  company,  also  fully  paid  up.  It  was  also 
provided  by  this  agreement  that  the  said  intended  company  should 
appoint,  or  cause  to  be  appointed,  Maj)pin,  as  the  first  managing 
director  thereof. 

The  company  was  registered  on  the  4th  of  November,  1873. 

On  the  12th  of  January,  1874,  Miss  Gover  saw  the  prospectus  of 
the  company,  and  was  induced  by  the  statements  therein  contained 
to  apply  for  ten  shares  in  the  company,  which  were  allotted  to  her. 

The  only  agreement  mentioned  in  the  prospectus  was  that  of  the 
23rd  of  October,  1873. 

The  company  had  not  been  successful,  and  Dliss  Gover,  who  was 
being  pressed  for  payment  of  the  amount  remaining  unpaid  on  her 
shares,  now  moved  to  have  her  name  removed  from  the  list  of 
shareholders,  on  the  ground  that  the  prospectus  did  not  disclose 
the  contract  of  July,  1873,  which,  when  the  prospectus  was  issued, 
had  been  made  by  a  promoter  of  the  company  before  the  issue  of 
the  prospectus:  such  contract  being  a  material  one,  the  exist- 
ence of  which  ought  to  have  been  stated  on  the  face  of  the 
prospectus.  She  stated  in  her  affidavit  her  belief,  from  inquiries 
which  had  been  made  on  her  behalf  and  from  the  information 
which  she  had  received,  that  Mappin  was  on  the  23rd  of  July, 
1873,  a  promoter  of  the  company. 
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In  answer  to  this  affidayit,  Mappin,  by  his  affidayit,  denied  that     V.-O.  B. 
at  the  date  of  the  agreement  of  the  23id  of  July,  1873,  he  was  in       1875 
any  way  a  promoter  of  the  company.    He  stated  that  before  any  qoy^^gasb. 
step  oonld  be  taken  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  forming  the  com-       — 
pany  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  acquire  at  least  the  equity 
able  ownership  of  the  patent  which  the  company  intended  to  work ; 
and  the  agreement  of  July,  1873,  was  entered  into  by  him  in  his 
private  capacity  for  the  purpose  of  such  acquisition,  and  with  a 
view  to  such  ownersliip.    In  point  of  fact,  the  promotion  of  the 
company  was  not  set  on  foot  or  initiated  by  him  until  more  than 
two  months  after  the  date  of  such  agreement,  and  having  regard 
to  the  season  of  the  year  when  the  agreement  was  signed,  it  would 
have  been  futile  to  have  attempted  to  form  any  company  to  pur- 
chase his  equitable  interest  at  that  time.    As  the  company  were  in 
no  way  parties  to  or  affected  by  the  agreement,  he  did  not  con- 
sider it  necessary  to  submit  it  to  the  directors,  or  to  communicate 
it  to  the  board  in  any  way. 
Mdppin  had  not  been  cross-examined  upon  his  afiSdayit, 

Mr.  Jackson f  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Inoe,  in  support  of  the  motion : — 

Miss  Oover  is  entitled  to  have  her  name  removed  from  the 
register,  because  the  prospectus,  on  the  faith  of  which  she  took  her 
shares,  is  fraudulent  within  the  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act, 
1867,  8.  38,  inasmuch  as  it  contains  no  notice  of  the  contract  of 
July,  1873,  entered  into  by  Mapping  who  was  then  a  promoter  and 
afterwards  a  director  of  the  company,  in  view  of  the  formation  of 
the  company. 

The  Companies  Ad,  1867,  s.  38,  gives  the  shareholders  the  legal 
right  (though  such  right  is  exercised  in  this  Court)  to  say  that  the 
prospectus  is  fraudulent  as  against  them  if  it  knowingly  omits  to 
notice  a  contract  **  entered  into,  &c.,  before  the  issue  of  such  pro- 
spectus " :  Charlton  v.  Hay  (1).  That  right  being  established,  we 
call  in  aid  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  35,  and  say  that  the  appli- 
cant is  entitled  to  be  released  from  her  agreement,  entered  into  on 
the  faith  of  a  prospectus  which  is  fraudulent  under  the  Act  of  1867, 
from  the  suppression  of  the  fact  that  the  patent  forming  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  company's  operations,  was  purchased  by  a  pro- 

(1)  31  L.  T.  (N.S.)  437. 
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V.-C.  B.  moter  and  director  of  the  company  for  half  the  price  at  which  he 
1875  afterwards  soJd  it  to  the  company, 
Goveb^Tcase.  Askeafs  Cane  (1)  (which  appears  from  the  report  in  the  Court 
—  below  (2)  to  have  been  an  application  under  the  Act  of  1867  as 
well  as  that  of  1862)  establishes  the  right  of  the  shareholder,  upon 
a  similar  suppression  of  material  facts,  to  this  relief;  although  in 
that  case,  as  the  applicant  was  the  holder  of  fully  paid-up  shares, 
the  Appeal  Court  declined,  by  making  the  order,  to  prejudice  the 
question  of  recovering  from  the  company  the  money  paid  upon 
his  shares.  The  case  is  brought  within  sect.  38  of  the  Act  of  1867, 
as  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract  of  July,  1873,  Mappin 
was  clearly  a  promoter  of  this  company,  inasmuch  as  he  was  en- 
gaged in  getting  up  the  company,  and  bound  himself  by  his  agree- 
ment with  Skoines  to  promote,  and  actually  did  promote,  this 
company,  which  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  working  Skoines' 
patent.  Although  he  states  that  the  formation  of  the  company 
was  not  set  on  foot  for  more  than  two  months  after  the  agreement, 
he  himself  accounts  for  this  delay  by  the  incidence  of  the  Long 
Vacation ;  and  imder  sect.  38  there  is  no  limitation,  but  a  contract 
entered  into  at  any  time  in  view  of  the  formation  of  the  company 
must  be  stated  in  the  prospectus.  The  omitted  agreement  with 
SkoineSy  under  which  Mappin,  then  engaged  in  getting  up  the 
company,  purchased  for  £65,000  that  for  which  the  company  were 
charged  £125,000,  thus  obtaining  a  private  benefit  at  the  expense 
of  the  company,  was  essentially  one  which  the  shareholders  were 
entitled  to  see  before  making  their  bargain,  required  the  fullest  dis- 
closure ;  and  as  against  them  its  concealment  was  fraudulent  The 
principle  that  promoters  and  directors  will  not  be  allowed  to  acquire 
gain  at  the  expense  of  the  company,  is  equally  applicable  where 
all  the  persons  interested  in  the  company  commit  that  which  is  a 
fraud  on  those  only  who  subsequently  join  it:  Ltndl.  Partner- 
ship (3) ;  Society  for  lUiMtration  of  Practical  Knotoledge  v.  Ah- 
hoU  (4) ;  Hichens  v.  Congreve  (5) ;  Beck  v.  Kantoroimez  (6).  In  this 
case  the  misrepresentation  by  Mappin,  who  clearly  stood  in  the 
position  of  a  promoter,  was  so  gross  as  to  be  equivalent  to  fraud ; 

(1)  Law  Bep.  9  Gh.  664.  (4)  2  Beav.  559. 

(2)  22  W,  B.  762.  (5)  1  Buss.  &  My.  150. 

(3)  Pages  597,  605.  •  •  (6)  3  K.  &  J.  230. 
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and  as  against  any  one  coming,  as  Miss  Qover  does,  to  be  relieved     V.-0.  a 
without  delay,  the  company  cannot  insist  upon  the  contract  as       1875 
binding.  GovratOASE. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Cookson,  for  the  company : — 

The  Companies  Act,  1867,  s.  38|  creates  a  new  fraud  by  making 
the  omission  from  the  prospectos  of  a  contract  **  entered  into  by 
the  company,  or  the  promoters,  directors,  or  tmstees  thereof  before 
the  issue  of  such  prospectus,"  that  which  it  was  not  before — 
'^  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  promoters,"  &c. 

But  there  is  nothing  in  the  section  saying  that  such  omission 
shall  entitle  the  shareholder  to  an  actual  rescission  of  his  contract 
to  take  shares.  It  merely  gives  him  the  right  to  bring  an  action 
of  deceit  against  the  promoter  or  director  who  has  been  guilty  of 
the  omission;  and  although  it  has  been  doubted  whether  the 
section  creates  any  statutory  cause  of  action,  Oomdl  v.  Hay  (1), 
the  language  used,  especially  the  introduction  of  the  seieniter 
(knowingly  issuing),  points  to  a  remedy  by  action  and  not  to  a 
release  from  the  contract. 

Both  before  as  well  as  after  the  Act  of  1867,  mtppressio  veri  just 
as  much  as  suggestio  fdhi  might  enable  the  shareholder  who  had  been 
deceiyed  to  be  released  from  his  contract  under  the  Oampanies  Act, 
1862,  s.  35.  But  in  proceedings  at  law  for  an  alleged  deceit  the 
mere  concealment  of  a  material  fact  gives  no  right  of  action  to  the 
person  who,  if  the  real  facts  had  been  known,  would  never  have 
entered  into  the  contract :  Peek  v.  Chumey  (2). 

But  whatever  relief  may  be  given  by  the  Compa/nies  Act,  1867, 
s.  38,  the  applicant  has  not  brought  her  case  within  the  provisions 
of  that  section,  as  the  contract  of  July,  1873,  was  not  a  contract  by 
a  promoter  or  officer  of  the  company  such  as  is  required  by 
sect.  38  of  the  Act  to  be  stated  in  the  prospectus.  The  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  applicant  amounts  to  this,  that  whenever  a  man 
sells  to  a  company  for  the  purposes  of  its  operations  any  property 
or  commodity,  the  title-deed  by  which  he  acquired  that  property 
or  commodity,  at  no  matter  what  distance  of  time,  must  be  set  out 
in  the  prospectus*  It  is  not  disputed  that  no  one  standing  in  a 
fiduciary  position  with  regard  to  a  company  can  make  any  profit 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  C.  P.  328.  (2)  Law  Hep.  6  H.  L.  377,  390. 
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Y.-aB.  as  against  his  company ;  and  accordingly  any  contract  or  bargain 
1875  made  by  him  while  in  that  position  must  be  disclosed  to  the 
GovEBB Gabb.  shareholders.  But  that  rule  does  not  apply  to  tliis  case^  as  there 
is  the  uncontradicted  evidence  of  Mappin  that  he  was  not  a  pro- 
moter of  the  company  when  he  entered  into  the  agreement  of 
July,  1873,  and  that  no  steps  were  taken  for  the  formation  of  the 
company  until  more  than  two  months  afterwards.  There  is 
nothing  fraudulent  as  against  the  company  in  that  agreement,  by 
which  Mappin  acquired  from  Skoines  the  patent  which  he  after- 
wards sold  to  the  company  at  an  advanced  price  so  as  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  cases  cited,  in  all  of  which  a  direct  fraud  had  been 
practised  upon  the  company.  Upon  these  grounds  then — (1)  that 
Mappin  was  not  a  promoter  of  the  company  when  he  entered  into 
the  agreement  with  Skoines  so  as  to  render  the  omission  of  that 
agreement  from  the  prospectus  fraudulent  under  the  Companies 
Act,  1867,  s.  38 ;  and  (2)  that  it  was  not  intended  by  that  section 
to  make  such  an  omission  a  ground  for  rescinding  the  contract  to 
take  shares,  but  a  fraud  for  which  the  remedy  of  the  shareholder 
was  by  action  at  law — we  submit  that  Miss  Gover  is  not  entitled  to 
have  her  name  removed  from  the  register  of  shareholders. 

Mr.  Jackson,  in  reply :— 

At  the  time  he  entered  into  the  contract  of  July,  1873,  Mappin 
was  clearly  a  promoter  of  the  company,  engaged  in  taking  those 
steps  which  enabled  it  to  be  formed  into  a  legal  entity.  He 
acquired  under  that  contract  the  equitable  interest  in  the  patent, 
not  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  express  purpose  of  transferring 
it  to  the  company ;  and  by  no  possibility,  having  regard  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement,  could  Shnnes  have  been  compelled  to 
transfer  the  patent  to  Mappih  otherwise  than  as  a  conduit-pipe  for 
the  company  in  which  Skoines  was  to  be  a  partner,  and  for  the 
formation  of  which  he  had  stipulated.  Mappin,  therefore,  pur- 
chased the  patent  and  transferred  it  to  the  company  in  a  purely 
fiduciary  capacity. 

[The  Vice-Chakcellor  :— As  between  Mappin  and  the  com- 
pany, I  do  not  understand  that  thece  was  any  suppression  of  the 
fact  of  his  contract  with  Skoines.'] 
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It  is  not  ueceasary  to  establish  suppression  in  that  respect.    I(     v.-c.  B. 
is  enough  to  shew  that  this  was  a  contract  relating  to  the  subject-        1875 
matter  of  the  company,  and  entered  into  by  a  person  on  behalf  of  GoyerVCasc. 
the  company  which  he  was  then  engaged  in  forming.    As  such,  it 
was  a  contract  within  the  provisions  for  the  protection  of  share- 
holders contained  in  sect.  38  of  the  Act  of  1867.    The  language 
of  that  section  does  not  bear  out  the  contention  on  the  other  side, 
that  the  suppression  of  such  a  contract  entitles  the  shareholder 
who  has  been  deceived  to  a  remedy  by  action  only;  the  words 
being  ^  shall  be  deemed  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  promoters/' 
drc,  not ''  fraudulent  as  against." 

The  general  right  of  a  shareholder,  irrespective  of  any  interest 
acquired  by  creditors  against  the  company,  to  be  relieved  from  a 
contract  which  he  has  been  induced  to  enter  into  by  misrepresen- 
tation (either  by  the  statement  of  what  is  false  or  the  suppression 
of  something  that  ought  to  have  been  disclosed)  is  established  by 
Smith's  Case  (1) ;  and  that  the  fraud  of  a  director  or  promoter  is 
the  fraud  of  the  company,  who  will  be  bound  by  the  roisrepre- 
sentations  of  its  agents,  is  shewn  by  New  Brunswick  and  Canada 
SaUicay  and  Land  Company  v.  Conybeare  (2).      , 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  :— 

This  case  has  been  very  fully  and  very  ably  argued.  It  cannot 
be' said  to  be  without  difiSculty,  and  the  difiSculty  arises,  in  my 
mind,  chiefly  from  the  expressions  contained  in  sect.  38  of  the 
Companies  Aet^  1867.  That  section  for  the  first  time  introduces 
the  proposition  that  if  there  be  any  contract  entered  into  by  a 
promoter  or  director,  or  any  other  persons  officers  of  the  company, 
it  must  be  disclosed  in  the  prospectus.  Until  that  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment passed  there  was  no  such  law  in  existence*  The  earlier  Act 
of  1862  did  give  to  shareholders  who  had  been  defirauded  the 
right  of  rescinding  the  contract  and  to  be  released  from  the  obli- 
gations they  had  entered  into.  This,  I  believe,  is  the  first  case  in 
which  the  question  has  arisen  upon  this  particular  section,  and  it 
is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  shareholder  that  inasmuch  as  Mappin 
entered  into  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  a  patent  from 
Shmes,  and  Mappin  afterwards  sold  his  interest  acquired  under 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  604,  616.  ;    (2)  9  H.  L.  C.  711. 
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Y.-G.  B.     that  agreement  to  the  company^  that  fact  ought  to  have  been 

1875       stated  in  the  prospectus  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statnte^ 

GoyBB*8GAgx.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^y  ^^'9  onght  to  have  appeared.    But  then  it  is  denied 

by  Mappin  that  he  ever  was  a  promoter  of  this  company.    At  the 

time  when  he  entered  into  the  agreement,  of  course  he  conid  not 
be  called  a  promoter  of  the  company,  for  the  company  had  no 
existence,  and  he  has  stated  positively  that  he  was  no  promoter  of 
this  company.    Evidence  on  that  subject  might  have  been  adduced. 
It  is  a  simple  matter  of  &ct ;  he  was  or  was  not  a  promoter.    He 
might  have  been  cross-examined  on  his  afiSdavit,  but  that  course  is 
not  pursued,  and  the  shareholder's  counsel  undertakes  to  prove 
that  he  must  be  considered  to  have  been  a  promoter,  first,  because 
in  the  agreement  with  Skoines,  Mappin  engages  to  form  a  company, 
and  next,  because  he  is  the  vendor  to  the  existing  company.    In 
my  opinion  that  is  inconclusive  reasoning.    It  does  not  establish 
any  such  fact,  for  this  might  have  happened :  A  man  in  Mappings 
position,  or  Mappin  himself,  might  have  advertised  the  fact  that 
he  had  acquired  a  valuable  patent  by  purchase  from  Skoines,  and 
was  willing  to  sell  it  to  any  company  that  chose  to  buy  it  of  him  ; 
and  then  if  any  persons  took  it  into  their  heads  to  promote  a  com- 
pany, they  would  be  promoters,  but  he  would  be  no  promoter.    I 
have  not  heard  a  single  fSnct  or  any  suggestion  that  he  was  a  pro- 
moter of  the  company,  excepting  only  the  argument  derived  from 
the  original  agreement ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  against  the  positive 
assertion  that  he  was  no  promoter  of  the  company,  that  reasoning 
cannot  take  liie  place  of  proot,  and  cannot  establish  the  fact  that 
he  ever  was  a  promoter  of  this  company.    An  interval  of  two 
months  elapsed,  which  is  explained  in  his  affidavit,  and  it  has  been 
observed  with  perfect  trath^  that  the  period  of  the  year  was  not 
favourable  to  the*formation  of  companies,  but  there  is  no  trace 
that  at  any  time  Mappin  promoted  the  formation  of  this  company. 
He  had  acquired  a  commodity  by  contract  between  himself  and 
8h>ine$.    It  was  his  to  sell  or  deal  with  in  any  way  he  thought  fit 
He  was  bound,  if  Skoinea  insisted  on  it,  to  fulfil  all  the  terms  of 
the  agreement.    Whether  he  did  or  did  not  was  an  affair  between 
himself  and  Skoines  with  which  the  company  had  nothing  to  do. 
Well,  then,  was  it  incumbent  on  Mappiny  when  he  dealt  with  the 
company  for  the  sale  to  them  of  the  patent  which  he  had  con- 
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tracted  for  with  SkoineSy  to  tell  them  the  price  at  which  he  had  V.-C.  B. 
agreed  to  buy  it  ?  I  can  conceive  no  reason  why  he  was  under  1875 
such  obligation.  If  he  had  advertised  it  in  the  way  I  have  sug-  governs  Case. 
gested  as  being  possible — ^not  that  it  has  any  relation  in  fact  to 
the  circumstances  of  this  case — but  if  he  had  advertised  that  he 
was  ready  to  sell  a  patent  of  which  he  had  become  the  owner,  the 
purchaser,  or  persons  proposing  to  become  purchasers,  would  have 
no  right  to  ask  him  what  he  had  given  for  it,  and  he  would  be 
under  no  obligation  to  disclose  what  he  given  for  it.  If  the  pro- 
spectus had  contained  a  statement  of  the  fact  it  could  have  made 
no  difference,  because  the  subsequent  contract  of  purchase  by  the 
company  from  Mappin  could  not  have  been  influenced  in  any 
degree  by  the  fact  that  he  had  bought  at  one-half  the  price  for 
which  they  had  bought  it  from  him.  It  cannot  in  reason  be  sug- 
gested that,  if  stated,  it  would  have  made  any  difference  in  the 
opinions  of  the  shareholders,  or  that  the  shareholders  or  intending 
shareholders  could  have  been  in  any  degree  prejudiced,  affected,  or 
even  influenced  by  the  fact  that  he  had  bought  at  a  very  cheap 
rate  that  which  he  was  selling  at  a  comparatively  dear  rate.  The 
fact  that  he  was  a  promoter,  which  is  necessary  to  establish  this 
case,  is  not,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  established  by  the  evidence 
before  me,  and  I  cannot  adopt  the  inferences  drawn  from  the  stipu- 
lations in  the  agreement  as  evidence  of  that  which  is  unsupported 
by  any  other  kind  of  evidence.  Upon  that  ground,  therefore,  in  my 
opinion^  the  applicant  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief  which  she  seeks. 
She  would  be  entitled  under  the  Act  of  1862,  if  she  had  shewn  any 
equitable  ground  upon  which  she  was  entitled  to  be  discharged 
from  the  contract.  Leaving  out  of  consideration  for  the  moment 
the  new  law  which  is  introduced  by  the  Act  of  1867, 1  cannot  find 
any  eqnitable  ground  upon  which  she  would  be  entitled  to  relief. 
It  is  not  inequitable  that  a  man  should  buy  as  cheap  and  sell  as 
dear  as  he  can.  The  seller  is  under  no  obligation  to  state  the 
price  at  which  he  purchased.  The  purchasers  are  the  best  judges 
of  whether  the  thing  offered  for  sale  is  worth  the  money  which  is 
demanded  for  it,  and  the  shareholders  know  when  they  apply  for 
shares,  having  read  the  prospectus,  that  the  price  which  the  com- 
pany are  to  pay  is  that  which  is  expressed  in  the  agreement 
referred  to  in  the  prospectus.    I  say,  therefore^  laying  aside  the 
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v.^.  B.     Act  of  1867,  no  equitable  ground  has  been  suggested  upon  which 
1875        a  shareholder  would  be  entitled  to  retire  from  the  contract  entered 

GovEh's  Case.  ^^^^' 

—  I  am  unable  to  follow  the  reasoning  by  which  it  is  said  that 

there  is  a  fiduciary  relation  between  the  parties. 

In  the  cases  referred  to^  the  fiduciary  relation  was  clearly  and 
plainly  established,  and  the  Court  proceeded  upon  it ;  but  what 
trust  or  confidence  exi^^ts  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  buys  a  patent 
for  £60,000  aud  oflfers  to  sell  it  for  £120,000  ? 

The  cases  referred  to  were  clear  cases  of  trust  which  had  been 
betrayed,  of  fiduciary  relation  which  had  not  been  respected,  and 
there  is  no  ground  for  applying  that  principle  to  this  casa 

On  the  first  point  which  has  been  argued,  the  evidence  that 
Mr.  Mappin  was  a  promoter  of  this  company  wholly  fails.  It 
might  have  been  supplied  if  it  was  true  in  fact.  Mr.  Mappin 
might  have  had  an  opportunity  of  saying  or  shewing  that  some 
other  person  or  persons  was  or  were  the  true  promoter  or  pro- 
moters of  this  company,  that  he  was  vendor  and  vendor  only, 
that  he  never  did  anything  to  promote  the  company,  but  some 
other  persons  did.  In  the  case  I  have  been  supposing  that  he 
had  announced  to  the  world  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  patent, 
and  was  willing  to  sell  it  to  any  company  who  wanted  to  buy  it, 
the  persons  who  bought  it  must,  some  one  or  more  of  them,  have 
taken  on  themselves  the  character  of  promoters,  and  he  would 
have  still  remained  only  a  passive  agent,  not  a  promoter,  but  a 
seller  to  the  persons  who  did  promote  the  formation  of  the  com- 
pany. The  provisions  in  the  agreement  with  Skoinea  do  point 
unequivocally  and  distinctly  to  the  formation  of  a  company,  and 
as  between  Mr.  Skoinea  and  Mr.  Mappin  the  agreement  makes  it 
.  incumbent  on  Mr.  Mappin  to  do  his  best  to  form  a  company,  but 
that  obligation  might  have  been  discharged  without  his  doing 
anything  to  promote  the  formation  of  the  company.  He  might 
have  formed  a  company  by  plausible  advertisements  pointing  out 
how  well  it  was  worth  a  company's  while  to  buy  from  him  the 
patent  which  he  had  to  sell,  without  taking  a  single  step  towards 
promoting  the  company  itself 

I  am  asked  to  adopt  the  words  of  the  statute  which  speak  only, 
as  far  as  Mr,  Mappin  is  concerned,  of  a  promoter,  and  it  is  said 
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that  because  it  was  not  disclosed  in  the  prospectus  that  being  a  v.-c.  D. 
promoter — ^which  he  is  not  proved  to  have  been,  but  whatever  he  i875 
was — ^the  company  had  bought  the  patent  from  him,  at  twice  the  GovEi?rCA8E 
money  for  which  he  had  bought  it,  the  transaction  is  therefore 
fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  company.  I  agree  that  a  fraud  to 
be  committed  by  a  company  must  be  committed  by  its  officers ; 
but  the  Act  of  1867,  where  the  provision  is  for  the  first  time  in- 
troduced (and  it  is  guarded  carefully),  gives,  I  think,  to  the  share- 
holders a  remedy  in  this  way:  that  in  case  the  remedy  under 
the  Act  of  1862  should  fail  them,  if  they  should  be  unable  to 
shew  that  there  were  any  equitable  grounds  upon  which  they 
could  be  released  from  their  contracts^  they  may,  nevertheless,  in 
the  circumstances  there  mentioned,  have  an  action  or  a  right 
of  recourse  against  the  promoters  and  other  officers  of  the  com- 
pany, because  the  statute  says  it  shall  be  fraudulent  on  their  part. 
Adopting  the  reasoning  of  Mr.  Jackson  as  to  New  Brunswick  and 
Canada  Baihcay  Company  v.  Conyleare  (1),  I  quite  agree  that 
what  the  officers  of  the  company  do  the  company  do.  But  nobody 
could  say,  looking  at  the  Act  of  1862  alone^  that  the  suppression, 
if  that  is  the  right  word  for  it— or  omission — which  seems  to  be 
more  accurate — of  any  mention  of  the  original  agreement,  could 
have  formed  any  ground  on  which  the  shareholder  could  be  re- 
leased from  the  contract. 

Unless,  therefore,  in  this  not  very  well  penned  sect.  38,  I  can 
find  a  plain,  distinct  enforcement  upon  the  company  of  that  which 
it  is  said  shall  be  fastened  upon  the  persons  who  have  committed 
the  wrong,  I  cannot  listen  to  the  argument  upon  that  subject. 
There  is,  in  my  opinion,  no  fiduciary  relation,  and  no  fact  from 
which  fiduciary  relation  can  be  inferred,  between  a  company 
formed  in  October  and  a  man  who  made  a  purchase  in  June  or 
July  previously — at  all  events  an  interval  of  two  months. 

I  cannot  find  when  any  fiduciary  relation  between  them  ever 
existed.  I  cannot  find  that  before  the  time  when  the  company 
came  into  existence,  there  was  at  any  period  any  fiduciary  relation 
between  any  of  the  members  of  the  company  and  Mappin.  With 
the  company  of  course  there  could  not  be,  because  it  was  not  in 
existence.    Finding,  therefore,  a  total  defect  of  any  fiduciary  re- 

(1)  9  H.  L.  C.  711. 
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Y,-c.  B.  latioA  between  Mappin  and  the  company  as  regards  this  contract — 
1875  finding  a  total  defect  of  evidence  that  Mappin  was  a  promoter  of 
Goyer's  Case.  ^^  company,  I  cannot  think  that  this  shareholder,  who  has  come 
speedily  I  admit,  can  retire  from  the  contract  which  she  has 
entered  into,  and  escape  the  obligation  of  contributing  to  pay  the 
debts  which  the  company  has  contracted.  As  was  pointed  out  in 
Smith's  Case  (1),  ^it  is  one  of  the  incidents  of  a  contract  that 
creditors,  from  want  of  proper  caution  exercised  on  their  part, 
may  lose  their  rights.  If  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  35, 
the  Court  decides  that  the  shareholders  shall  be  released  because 
of  the  fraud,  so  much  the  worse  for  the  creditors.  The  creditor 
then  loses  his  remedy.  But  if  that  is  carried  too  far,  it  might 
lead  to  very  great  mischief,  because  a  company  may  go  on  for 
ten  years  or  more;  debts  may  be  contracted  to  an  enormous 
amount;  and  if  what  the  shareholder  contends  for  here  is  well 
founded,  then  all  the  shareholders  who  had  taken  shares  in  the 
company  where  such  an  agreement  as  that  between  Mappin  and 
Skoines  was  not  disclosed  in  the  prospectus,  may  walk  away 
without  satisfying  any  of  the  debts  that  may  have  been  con- 
tracted ;  and  that  would  be  too  violent  a  proposition  to  be  enter- 
tained for  a  moment.  But  upon  the  two  grounds  which  have 
been  argued  before  me,— that  there  is  no  fiduciary  relation,  and  that 
there  is  no  evidence  of  the  fact  (although  if  it  be  a  fact  it  might 
have  been  easily  proved)  that  Mappin  was  ever  a  promoter  of  this 
company;  and  further,  upon  the  ground  that  even  if  he  was  a 
promoter,  the  penal  remedy — penal  upon  him  or  upon  his  part — 
provided  by  sect.  38  is  enforceable,  if  it  exists,  against  him  and  him 
only,  and  that  it  does  not  affect  the  contract  entered  into  between 
the  company  and  the  shareholders,  the  prospectus  having  disclosed 
the  only  agreement  by  which  the  company  was  bound,  or  which 
could  in  any  degree  affect  the  company,  or  from  which  the  com- 
pany could  derive  any  advantage, — the  claim  to  be  discharged 
fails,  in  my  opinion,  and  the  application  must  be  refused. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  George  Davis ;  Messrs.  WiVctns  &  Bly(h. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  604. 
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NUNEATON  LOCAL  BOARD  v.  GENERAL  SEWAGE         v.^.  b. 

COMPANY.  1875 


[1875    N.    12.]  .,Arai^24. 

Contract  between  Local  Board  of  Bedlth  and  a  Setoa^e  Company  —Alkged  Breach 
nf  Covenant—^PMic  NuvSLwx-^BiU  for  JnjurMion — Demurrer — Control 
of  Engineering  Works  bg  the  Court — No  allegaiicn  of  Private  Injury — 
Jbsenee  of  Attorney-  General — Demurrer  overruled. 

A  local  board  of  health  entered  into  an  agreement  with  a  sewage  company, 
in  piiTBoance  of  which  they  afterwards  granted'  a  lease  to  the  company  of  the 
sewage  works  of  a  town,  and  of  a  plot  of  land,  for  a  term  of  fotirteen  yearsi 
the  company  covenanting  that  they  would  during  the  term  keep  the  outfall 
of  the  works,  with  the  engines,  pumps^  and  apparatus,  in  proper  working 
Older,  80  as  to  admit  of  the  free  flow  of  the  sewage  through  the  sewers  com- 
monicatiog  with  the  works^  and  so  that  the  same  might  not  at  any  time  ho 
stopped. 

To  a  hill  by  the  local  board  against  the  company,  complaining  that  the 

company's  works  were  insufficient  to  treat  the  sewage  successfully,  that  they 

were  pumping  only  a  portion  of  the  sewage  out  of  the  sewers,  and  were 

damming  up  or  heading  back  the  residue  in  the  sewers,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance 

to  the  inhabitants  of  the  town,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  being  threatened 

with  prcweedings,  and  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants 

from  permitting  the  sewage  to  remain  in  the  sewers,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance 

or  damage  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  from  damming  up  or  heading  back  the 

sewage  in  the  sewers,  the  Defendants  demurred,  on  the  grounds  that  the 

Court  could  not  superintend  the  proper  performance  of  the  works ;  that  the 

Plaintiffs  had  alleged  no  special  damage;  and  that  it  was  not  the  practice 

of  the  Court  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  public  right  at  the  suit  of  a 

corporation,  except  at  the  instance  or  in  the  presence  of  the  Attorney-General. 

Demurrer  overruled ;  and  injunction  granted. 

Demurrer, 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Nuneaton  Local  Board  of  Health 
against  the  Oeneral  Sewage  and  Manure  Company,  Limited,  and 
Eenry  Lake. 

The  bill  stated  to  the  effect  that  in  the  year  1872  the  Plaintiffs 
had  constracted  and  nearly  completed  certain  sewage  works  upon 
a  piece  of  land  of  about  an  acre  in  extent  adjoining  the  river 
Anker,  near  Nuneaton,  with  steam  machinery  for  pumping  the 
sewage  and  extracting  the  manure  therefrom,  and  for  purifying 
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V.-O.  r.     the  effluent  water  and  returning  the  same  to  the  river.     They 

1875        had  also  oonfitructed  sewers  and  drains  for  the  town^  with  an  oat- 

NuNBATOK    &I1  sewer  leading  to  the  above  works. 

Local  Board      j^^  ^3^2  i(j  ^gg  discovered  that  the  above  works  were  not  exten- 

Genkbal     giye  enough,  and  an  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the 

DEWAGK  yjQm 

same  was  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants, 

the  Oenerai  SeuHige  and  Manure  Company ^  Limited^  who  were 
owners  of  a  patent  called  Anderwn^^  patent  for  ^  Improvements  in 
treating  Sewage  and  in  the  manufacture  of  Manure  therefrom." 

By  this  agreement,  dated  the  Ist  of  August,  1872,  the  Plaintifis 
agreed  to  grant,  and  the  Defendants  to  accept,  a  lease  of  the 
Plaintiffs'  works  for  fourteen  years  from  Midsumimer,  1872,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  £10.  The  company  agreed  within  three  months  to 
purchase  such  land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  works,  not  being  less 
than  two  acres,  as  might  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  intermittent 
filtration  in  connection  with  the  works,  and  procure  a  conveyance 
to  be  executed  to  the  board.  The  lease  was  to  contain  a  power 
for  determination  by  either  party  at  the  end  of  five  years  on  six 
months'  notice.  The  company  agreed  at  all  times  during  their 
tenure  to  keep  the  outfall  works,  engines,  pumps,  and  apparatus 
in  proper  working  order  and  condition,  and,  unless  prevented  by 
any  stoppage  from  the  temporary  break-down  of  any  of  the 
machinery  (in  which  case  it  should  be  compulsory  on  them  forth- 
with to  repair  such  machinery  so  as  not  to  allow  any  stoppage  in 
the  sewers  or  drains),  to  cause  the  pumps,  engines,  and  apparatus 
to  be  used  during  such  a  portion  of  every  twenty-four  hours  as  to 
admit  of  the  free  flow  of  the  sewage  and  waste  water  through  the 
sewers  and  drains,  so  that  the  same  might  not  at  any  time  be 
stopped  up.  They  agreed  also  to  indemnify  the  board  from  all 
legal  proceedings  which  might  be  brought  against  them  with  re- 
ference to  the  works,  or  to  the  purification  of  the  sewage.  The 
company  also  agreed  forthwith  to  grant  to  the  board  license  to 
use  Andersovi^  patent,  and  the  company  wera  to  be  at  liberty  to 
use  Briffht*8  patent  for  the  purpose  of  drying  manure  at  the  works 
so  far  as  the  board  could  legally  grant  the  same. 

The  Defendants  accordingly  purchased  a  piece  of  ground  and 
conveyed  the  same  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  25th  of  March,  1873,  and  made 
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between  the  board  of  the  one  part^  and  the  company  of  the  other     Y.-O.  B. 
party  the  board  demised  to  the  company  the  above  land,  sewage        1875 
works,  steam  engines,  machinery,  and  premises,  for  fourteen  years    -svsEArojit 
from  the  24th  of  June,  1872,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  £10,  and  the  ^^^  ^^^ 
company  entered  into  covenants  with  the  board  in  terms  corre-    Oehbbal 

spending  with  those  of  the  above-stated  agreement.    They  also       

covenanted  to  make  all  such  other  alterations  in  the  works  as 
should  from  time  to  time  be  necessary  for  the  proper  treatment 
and  disposal  of  the  sewage.  There  was  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on 
breach  of  any  of  the  covenants. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  December,  1874,  the  Defendants, 
instead  of  properly  treating  the  sewage,  discharged  large  quantities 
of  it  into  the  Anker,  and  greatly  polluted  the  river,  and  that  in 
consequence  legal  proceedings  were  threatened  against  the  Plain- 
tiflisi  particularly  by  the  representatives  of  one  Kirkby  FenUm, 
deceased,  who  threatened  to  enforce  a  decree  for  an  injunction 
obtained  by  Fenian  on'  the  lOth  of  July,  1869,  restraining  the 
Defendants  from  polluting  the  water  of  the  river  in  its  course 
through  the  estate  of  the  Plaintiff  in  that  suit. 

On  the  18th  of  December,  1874,  notice  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Plaintiffs  was  served  on  the  Defendants,  requiring  them  to  erect 
certain  buildings  and  to  make  such  alterations  and  improvements 
in  the  works  as  were  necessary  for  the  proper  treatment  and  dis- 
posal of  the  sewage,  and  threatening  proceedings.  The  bill 
alleged  that  notwithstanding  such  notice  the  Defendants  had  not 
executed  any  of  the  works,  and  on  the  15th  of  February,  1875,  the 
Plaintifb  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  quantity  of  sewage  and  other  matters 
passing  through  the  sewers,  and  which  ought  to  be  properly 
treated  and  purified,  was  225,000  gallons  a  day,  and  that  the 
Defendants*  works  were  too  small  to  treat  successfully  so  large 
a  quantity.  Instead  of  treating  and  purifying  the  whole,  the 
Defendants  had  adopted  the  plan  of  only  pumping  out  a  part, 
namely,  about  150,000  gallons  a  day,  and  of  damming  up  or  head- 
ing back  the  rest,  amounting  to  from  75,000  to  80,000  gallons  a 
day,  into  the  sewers  and  drains  belonging  to  the  Plaintifls.  The 
result  was  to  keep  the  outfall  sewer  fully  charged  with  sewage  the 
whole  of  the  night  and  a  great  part  of  each  day,  and  to  drive  the 

YoL.  XX.  ^  2 
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y.-a  a     sewer  gas  back  into  the  town,  where  it  found  vent  and  esoaped  at 

1875        the  various  manholes  and  into  the  houses. 
KinnTTov        ^^^  ^^^^  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  "  irom 
LooAL  BoABD  causing  or  permitting  the  said  sewage  and  other  refuse  mattera  to 
GnxRAL     remain  in  the  sewers  or  drains  of  the  Flaintiffs,  so  as  to  be  or 

'  become  or  cause  a  nuisance,  damage,  or  annoyance  to  the  Plain* 

tiffs ;"  also  ''  from  damming  or  heading  back  into  the  sewers  or 
drains  of  the  Plaintiffs  the  said  sewage  or  refuse  matter,  and  from 
preventing  the  free  flow  of  the  said  sewage  and  waste  water 
through  the  said  sewers  or  drains  of  the  Plaintiffs." 

The  Defendants  demurred  for  want  of  equity  and  want  of 
parties. 

Mr.  Jackson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cookson,  for  the  demurrer : — 

The  bill  is  based  on  the  theory  that  the  Defendants  have  not 
carried  out  their  agreement  with  the  Plaintiffs.  But  the  Court 
cannot  enforce  specific  performance  of  such  an  agreement  as  this. 

It  is  true  that  the  bill  does  not  in  terms  pray  specific  perform* 
ance,  but  it  asks  for  an  injunction,  which  could,  if  granted,  be 
carried  out  only  as  a  decree  for  specific  performance  could  be 
carried  out  *^  But  if  an  agreement  affirmative  in  form  is  of  such 
a  nature  that  it  cannot  be  specifically  enforced,  and  the  i^pplication 
for  an  injunction  is  in  effect  and  spirit  an  application  for  a  decree 
for  specific  performance,  the  Court  will  not  import  a  negative 
quality  into  the  agreement,  but  will  leave  the  Plaintiff  to  his 
remedy  by  damages  at  law  " :  Kerr  on  Injunctions  (1). 

In  a  case  where  the  lessee  of  an  inn  had  covenanted  to  use  and 
keep  open  the  house  as  an  inn,  and  also  not  to  do  any  act  whereby 
the  licenses  should  become  forfeited,  an  injunction  which  had  been 
granted  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  discontinuing  the  business, 
was  dissolved,  on  the  ground  that  the  Court  could  not  compel  the 
tenant  of  a  house  to  carry  on  a  particular  business  in  it :  Hooper  v. 
Brodriek  (2).  In  Peto  v.  Brighton,  Uekfidd,  and  Tunbrtdffs  Wells 
Bailioay  Company  (3)  it  was  held  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  decree  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  for  which 
the  consideration  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  is  the  execution  of 

(1)  rage  524.  (2)  11  Sim.  47. 

(8)  1  H.  &  M.  468. 
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certain  works  which  the  Court  is  unable  to  superintend.    That  is     V.-a  B. 
precisely  this  case.    The  Court,  here,  cannot  possibly  keep  the       1875 
pnmps  going,  or  see  that  the  scientiBo  operations  are  properly   KsmAioir 
carried  out.  ^^^  ^o*"" 

Apart  from  jurisdiction,  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  lo&us  standi.    A    OnnBRAL 

private  person  may  sue  in  respect  of  a  public  nuisance  when  the       

injury  is  special  to  him ;  but  there  is  no  case  to  be  found  in  which 
a  local  board  has  been  allowed  to  sue  in  respect  of  a  public 
nuisance,  without  shewing  some  private  injury,  and  alleging  some 
special  damage. 

In  Stockport  District  Waterworks  Company  v.  Corporation  of 
Manchester  (1)  a  waterworks  company  at  Stockport  prayed  against 
the  Corporation  of  Manchester  and  another  waterworks  company  at 
Stockport,  for  a  declaration  that  an  agreement  was  illegal  and  void, 
whereby  the  former  Defendants  agreed  to  sell  part  of  their  water 
supply  to  the  latter ;  and  for  an  injunction.  Lord  Haiherley,  then 
Yioe-Chancellor  Wood,  dismissed  the  bill.  He  said  that  if  he  had 
had  the  Attorney-General  there  as  informant,  he  should  probably 
not  have  hesitated  to  grant  the  injunction.  But  this  was  only  the 
suit  of  a  rival  company ;  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  qualified  to  re* 
present  the  public.  So  here,  we  say,  the  suit  should  have  been 
by  the  Attomey-Greneral  on  behalf  of  the  public.  The  nuisance 
complained  of,  if  a  nuisance  at  all,  is  especially  a  public  nuisance. 
The  principle  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Hardifficke  in  Baines  v. 
Baker  (2).  There  an  owner  of  house  property  in  Coldbath  Fields 
sought  to  restrain  the  Defendants,  who  claimed  under  one  of  his 
lessees,  £rom  establishing  a  small-pox  hospital  in  that  locality,  and 
the  Lord  Chancellor  said :  *'  Bill$  of  this  sort  are  founded  upon 
being  nuisance  at  common  law.  If  a  public  nuisance,  it  should 
be  an  information  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General,  and  then 
it  would  be  for  his  consideration  whether  he  would  file  such 
an  information  or  not." 

[  Vedry  of  Bermondsey  v.  Brown  (3)  was  also  referred  to.] 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Methold,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  were  not 
called  upon. 

(1)  9  Jur.  (N.B.)  266.  (2)  Amb.  158,  loD. 

.  (3)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  204. 

K2  2 
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v.-C.  B.     Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 
1875  The  argument  for  the  demurrer,  first  of  all,  sought  to  turn  this 


NtirsATON    bill  into  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  which  it  is  not ;  so  that 
p,         part  of  the  case  may  be  laid  aside. 

„^^"^,t        The  PlaintiflB  are  the  Nuneaton  Local  Board  of  Health,  intrusted 

with  the  public  health  to  a  very  considerable  extent,  and  having 

the  property  of  the  sewers  in  them.  The  bill  states  that  the 
Plaintiffs  have  intrusted  the  direction  and  conduct  of  the  sewers 
to  the  Defendants  upon  certain  terms,  which  are  expressed  in  the 
agreement  and  in  the  lease.  The  bill  could  not  have  been  properly 
framed  if  it  had  omitted  all  mention  of  those  terms.  From  the 
bill,  then,  it  appears  that  the  local  board  of  health  being  the 
directors,  governors,  and  proprietors  of  these  sewers,  trust  the 
Defendants  to  carry  on  the  operations  in  connection  with  the 
sewerage  upon  terms  which  are  clearly  expressed,  but  with  which, 
for  the  present,  I  have  nothing  to  do,  except  to  observe  that  the 
Defendants,  by  their  demurrer,  adopt  those  statements,  and  every 
other  statement  of  fact  contained  in  the  bilL 

The  bill  states  that  the  Defendants  improperly  dam  or  head 
back  the  residue  of  the  sewage,  which  amounts  to  75,000  gallons 
a  day,  into  the  sewers  and  drains  belonging  to  the  Plaintiffs.  It 
is  said  in  argument  that  the  Plaintiffs*  property  is  not  invaded  or 
affected  in  any  way.  The  complaint  is,  in  express  terms,  that  the 
Defendants  have  done  a  wrongful  act  by  damming  up  sewage  in 
the  Plaintiffs'  drains,  which  pass  through  a  town  of  considerable 
extent,  and  that  such  sewers  and  drains  are  now,  in  consequence^ 
filled  with  sewage  and  other  refuse  matter. 

The  demurrer  of  the  Defendants  is  that  a  Plaintiff  who  makes 
statements  of  this  kind  in  his  bill,  if  these  are  all,  has  no  equity 
or  right  to  ask  for  any  relief,  or  for  the  protection  of  this  Court. 
In  my  judgment  it  is  unnecessary  to  carry  the  case  further.  The 
authorities  which  have  been  referred  to  do  not,  in  my  opinion, 
cover  or  even  apply  to  this  case.  In  the  case  of  Hooper  v. 
Brodrich  (1),  where  a  man  had  taken  a  lease  of  a  public-house,  and 
had  undertaken  that  he  would  keep  it  open,  and  that  he  would  do 
nothing  to  avoid  the  license,  it  was  held,  although  he  did  not 
keep  the  public-house  open,  yet  that,  having  done  nothing  to 

(I)  11  Sim.  47. 
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avoid  the  license,  he  had  not  made  himself  liable  to  be  made  a     V.-O.  fi. 
Defendant  in  a  suit  such  as  was  there  instituted.    But  the  judg-       1S75 
ment  in  that  case  was,  that  if  he  had  infringed  any  of  the  negative    Kunbaton 
proYisions  of  that  deed,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  be  restrained  ^^^^  Board 
by  the  injunction  which  the  Plaintiff  prayed  against  him.    In  the     Genebal 

^^  ^^  dkwag£  Go 

Other  case  of  Peto  v.  Brighton,  Uckfidd^  and  Tunbridge  WeUs  Rail-        

way  Company  (1),  where  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  paid  in 
debentures  and  sharies  of  the  company,  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  sustain  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  where 
the  consideration  moving  from  him  was  an  undertaking  to  perform 
certain  works  over  which  the  C!ourt  was  unable  to  exercise  com- 
plete control.  What  possible  relation  either  of  those  cases  has 
to  the  one  before  me  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive. 

The  allegation  in  the  bill  that  the  property  of  the  Plaintiff, 
entrusted  by  them  to  the  Defendants  on  certain  conditions,  has 
been  so  used  and  dealt  with  as  to  create  the  nuisance  which  is  here 
described,  is  admitted  by  the  Defendants. 

The  argument  that  the  Attorney-Greneral  ought  to  be  a  party 
to  tho  suit,  which  was  supported  by  the  case  of  Vesii^  of  Ber- 
mondsey  y.  Broivn  (2),  to  which  Mr.  CooJcson  last  alluded,  need 
not,  in  my  opinion,  be  referred  to  here.  The  day  may  possibly 
come — ^whether  it  will  or  not  I  do  not  say — when  the  question, 
whether  a  corporation,  created  by  statute  to  discharge  such  duties 
as  a  local  board  of  health  are  created  to  fulfil,  may  or  may  not  file 
a  bill  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  public  right,  with  or 
without  the  Attorney-General,  will  have  to  be  decided.  Upon 
that  question  at  present  I  give  no  opinion. 

But  upon  the  allegations  in  this  bill,  the  Plaintiffs  are,  in  ray 
opinion,  entitled  to  sustain  a  suit  in  this  Court.  This  is  all  I  have 
to  do  with  at  present,  for  the  motion  for  an  injunction  has  not  yet 
been  opened. 

When  the  Plaintiffs  say,  moreover,  that  the  consequence  of  what 
the  Defendants  have  done  is  to  create  a  public  nuisance,  the  Court 
will  not  listen  to  the  complaint  with  indifference.  The  existence 
of  a  public  nuisance  under  these  circumstances  is  a  matter  to  be 
attended  to — at  least,  it  is  not  by  saying  that  if  you  come  only  to 

(I)  I  H.  &  M.  468.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  204. 
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V.-C.  B.  prevent  a  pablic  nuisance,  you  must  come  under  the  wing  of  the 

1875  Attorney-General,  that  suoh  an  allegation  can  be  got  rid  of. 
NumATOH       ^  ^y  opinion,  there  is  no  ground  in  law,  or  in  sense,  or  in 

^  justice,  upon  which  this  demurrer  can  be  supported,  and  I  there- 

Obkxbal  fore  overrule  it. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Methold^  then  moved  for  the  injunction. 

Mr.  Jaehson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cooksan,  opposed. 

At  the  close  of  the  arguments, 

The  YiCE-CHAKGEiiLOB  asked  the  Defendants'  counsel  if  they 
were  in  a  position  to  make  any  offer  which  might  be  accepted  by 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  was  informed  that  they  were  not  instructed  to 
make  any  offer. 

Sir  James  Bacok,  V.C  : — 

Then  I  can  do  nothing  but  grant  the  injunction ;  because  there 
is,  as  I  just  now  said,  a  plain  stipulation  in  the  shape  of  a  contract 
between  the  parties.  But  I  am  not  now  enforcing  the  contract.  I 
am  dealing  with  matters  of  fact.  It  is  evident  from  the  facts 
before  me  that  if  the  Defendants  pump  for  twenty-four  hours,  all 
the  evil  which  the  Plaintiffs  say  they  are  suffering  will  be 
removed.  I  cannot  attend  to  the  suggestion  that  the  sewers  are 
either  too  small  or  imperfectly  constructed,  or  that  the  Plaintiffs 
send  down  more  water  than  they  did  before.  I  do  not  know  how 
that  is ;  I  have  heard  no  facts  which  lead  me  to  believe  that  the 
Plaintiffs  have  any  power  to  send  down  any  more  water,  or  that 
the  new  buildings  and  works  which  have  been  referred  to  make 
any  difference.  I  find  between  the  parties  a  contract  negotiated 
by  Dr.  Anderson,  a  person  who  must  be  taken  to  be  conversant 
with  the  subject,  who  lives  as  near  to  Nuneaton  as  Coveniry,  and 
who  has  had  plenty  of  opportunity  of  considering  this  subject  The 
contract  makes  a  provision  that  there  shall  be  pumping  for  a  certain 
time,  which  in  the  estimation  of  the  parties,  including  Dr.  Anderson, 
would  be  enough  to  get  rid  of  all  the  water  which  could  come  in 
the  shape  of  sewage  or  otherwise.     The  agreement  was  come  to ; 
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and  one  of  the  stipulations  is,  that  the  Defendants  shall  make  such     V.-O.  B^ 
additions  as  shall  be  requisite,  and  that  a  piece  of  land  shall  be  pro*       1875 
Tided,  consisting  of  two  acres  at  leasts  foir  the  purpose  of  carrying    kunxatok 
out  the  works  which  were  contemplated  at  the  time  the  contract  ^^^  Board 
was  entered  into.    It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  this  additional    Oxnebal 
piece  of  land  is  sufficient  for  more  ei^tensive  works  than  existed        — 
before. 

Now,  what  can  I  do  ?  I  have  listened  to  all  that  Mr.  Jackson 
and  Mr.  CooTcson  have  said.  The  Defendants  seem  to  say  tha 
they  bare  made  a  bad  bargain.  I  cannot  help  the  Defendants  in 
that.  All  I  can  do  is  to  say  in  the  interests  of  the  Plaintiffs — I 
do  not  scruple  to  say  in  the  interests  of  the  public  health — ^that 
it  is  indispensably  necessary  that  the  present  condition  of  things 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  remain.  I  think,  therefore,  the  injunction 
must'go. 

[The  injunction  was  granted  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  as 
extracted  above.] 

In  answer  to  an  application  from  Mr.  Jackson  that  the  injunc- 
tion might  not  issue  immediately,  lest  it  should  prejudice  the  result 
of  a  decision  which  might  possibly  be  contrary  in  the  event  of  an 
appeal, 

Sm  James  Bacon,  V.C,  said : — 

It  would  be  improper  for  me  to  accede  to  your  application,  for 
this  plain  reason :  I  have  it  in  evidence  before  me,  that  you  can, 
if  you  like,  remove  the  inconvenience  complained  of.  If  the  in- 
junction has  the  effect  of  compelling  you  to  do  that  which  you  can 
easily  do,  I  do  not  see  that  you  have  any  reason  to  complain  of  it 
— ^I  mean  as  to  the  period  at  which  it  is  issued — or  that  it  will 
occasion  any  injustice  or  even  inconvenience  to  the  Defendants.  It 
is  in  your  power  to  prevent  the  injunction  being  burdensome  to 
you,  even  if  it  should  turn  out  to  be  ever  so  wrong  upon  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Mr.  Fluher,  for  Mr.  EMin,  Nun- 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  B.  8.  Qfegwn. 
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v.^.  H.  HICKMAN  V.  UPSALL. 

J575  [1859    U.    16.] 

April  16.      Tenant  for  Li/e^Mortgage— Presumption'— Evidence  of  Death  or  Life—Perwn 

not  heard  of  for  Seven  Tears — Onus  Prcbandi. 

A  tenant  for  life  entitled  beneficially  under  a  will  assigned  her  interests  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  certain  advances,  and  the  premiums  on  policies  on 
her  life.  At  the  end  of  March,  1866,  a  small  sum  of  money— usually  paid 
quarterly— was  paid  to  her.  Shortly  afterwards  she  went  on  a  pedestrian 
tour,  and  had  never  been  heard  of  sinoe.  The  small  sum  which  became 
payable  at  the  end  of  June  was  never  applied  for : — 

Heldf  that  the  presumption  was  that  she  was  dead ;  that  on  the  evidence 
she  could  not  be  presumed  to  have  died  before  June,  1866 ;  but  that  she  must 
be  taken  to  have  died  soon  after  June,  1866. 

Petition. 

In  1859  Sophia  Hiekman,  then  Sophia  Upsdll,  who  was  interested 
beneficially^  for  life,  nnder  the  will,  dated  in  January,  1851,  of  John 
Upsallf  who  died  in  November,  1851,  instituted  a  suit  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  the  trustees  liable  for  not  getting  in  and  inyesting  a 
certain  debt ;  and  of  haviug  the  trusts  of  the  will  administered  by 
the  Court.  There  was  a  gift  over  of  the  same  property  after  the 
death  of  Sophia  Hickman  to  the  Petitioners.  Sophia  Hiekman,  in 
July,  1859,  assigned  to  C.  M.  Samson  her  life  interests  under  the 
will,  and  also  a  policy  of  assurance  on  her  life,  to  secure  the  repay- 
ment  of  money  lent  to  her,  and  interest.  The  same  beneficial 
interests  were  further  charged  and  two  new  policies  were  assigned 
in  August,  1859,  and  January,  1860,  by  her  to  secure  other  sums 
lent  by  C.  M,  Samson. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  cause  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  ordered 
payments  to  be  made  during  the  life  of  Sophia  Hickman,  or  until 
further  order,  of  moneys  and  rents  to  which  she  was  entitled 
for  life  under  the  will,  to  be  made  to  C.  M.  Samson  in  discharge 
of  the  interest  that  might  accrue  due  on  the  moneys  lent^  and 
the  premiums  on  the  policies  mortgaged  by  her. 

Sophia  Hiekman,  on  the  25th  of  March,  1866,  left  her  homei 
stating  that  she  was  going  on  a  pedestrian  tour  in  Lincolnshire. 
She  was  at  the  time  upwards  of  fifty-two  years  of  age,  and  appa- 


V. 

Upsall. 
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rently  of  soand  mind ;  she  had  but  a  small  sum  of  money  with  her,     V.-0.  H. 
and  she  gave  no  cine  as  to  the  precise  route  which  she  intended        1875 
to  take.     She  was  never  heard  of  again.    Advertisements  were    hiokmaw 
inserted  in  several  public  newspapers  oiSering  rewards  for  any 
information  respecting  her,  but  without  any  result,  and  she  had 
never  since  been  heard  of. 

This  was  a  Petition  by  the  persons  entitled  to  the  property  ex«> 
pectant  on  the  death  of  Sophia  Hickman  for  the  purpose  of  having, 
after  providing  for  the  costs,  certam  sums  standing  to  **  the  account 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  persons  expectant  on  the  death  of 
Sophia  Hiekman^*  subject  to  duty  on  her  death,  transferred  and 
paid  to  them,  and  the  proceeds  of  certain  leaseholds  paid  to  them 
according  to  their  respective  interests  therein. 

The  yice-Chancellor,  when  the  Petition  came  on  to  be  heard 
on  the  5th  of  March,  1875,  ordered  it  to  stand  over  for  a  month, 
and  directed  inquiries  to  be  made  for  Sophia  Hickman  of  the 
officials  at  certain  workhouses,  lunatic  asylums,  and  other  places 
in  the  metropolis  and  the  country  at  which  she  might  have  re- 
ceived relief,  or  been  heard  of,  or  known.  Those  inquiries  were 
made,  but  without  eliciting  any  knowledge  of  her  existence  since 
the  time  above  mentioned.  The  evidence  shewed  that  some  small 
sums  of  £5  or  less  were  paid  to  Sophia  Hickman  by  the  solicitor 
of  the  mortgagee,  usually  quarterly,  but  sometimes  monthly ;  that 
a  quarterly  payment  was  made  to  her  at  the  end  of  March,  1866, 
and  that  another  quarterly  payment  would  have  been  made  to  her 
at  the  end  of  June,  1866,  had  she  applied  for  it ;  she  knew  that 
Bhe  could  receive  it,  bat  she  had  never  applied  for  any  further 
payment. 

Mr.  E.  ChUler,  for  the  Petitioners : — 

In  In  re  Beasney^i  Trusts  (1)  the  same  sort  of  question  arose  as 
in  this  case.  The  onus  is  upon  the  mortgagee  to  prove  affirma- 
tively that  Sophia  Hickman  is  alive,  just  as  if  he  were  moving 
actively  to  enforce  his  rights  as  mortgagee.  It  is  not  the  duty  of 
the  Petitioners  to  prove  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  case 
of  In  re  Henderson's  Trusts,  referred  to  in  that  case,  is  also  in 
point.  The  decision  in  In  re  PhenS*s  Trusts  (2)  shews  that  it  is  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Bq.  498.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  139. 
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y.-G.  H.     duty  of  the  mortgagee  to  prove  that  Sophia  Hickman  is  alive.    If 
1875;       a  person  in  destitute  circttmstances  does  not  apply  for  money 
HicKMAH     which  he  knows  is  due  to  him,  and  that  it  would  be  paid  on 
UP0ALL.     Application  for  it^  there  must  be  some  strong  reason  for  it.    It 
—        may  be  said  that  the  decision  in  In  re  Phenfs  Trusts  (1)  is  a  nega- 
tive one  in  favour  of  the  Petitioners,  but  certainly  that  in  Ji»  ti6 
Beameff's  Trueis  (2)  is  a  positive  one  in  their  favour,  and  according 
to  it  the  mortgagee  ought  to  prove  the  life  at  the  time  when  he 
claims  to  be  paid  the  income.    I  submit  that  upon  the  evidence 
the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  an  order. 

Mr.  Oreene,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Meihold,  for  the  mortgagee  :— 

The  evidence  is  clear  that  Sophia  Hickman  was  actually  paid  by 
the  solicitor  of  the  mortgagee  a  sum  of  £5  at  the  end  of  March, 
1866.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  presumption  of  her  death 
is  conclusive^  as,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Doe  v. 
N^pean  (3),  there  can  be  no  such  presumption  until  seven  years 
have  elapsed.  There  can  be  no  presumption  during  the  seven 
years ;  on  the  contrary,  there  must  be  direct  proof,  and  the  onus  is 
thrown  upon  the  person  who  wishes  to  establish  the  precise  time  of 
death ;  and  that  is  this  case,  the  circumstances  of  which  are  very 
different  from  those  in  In  re  Beamey^s  Trusts,  for  though  Sophia 
Hickman  received  the  March  payment,  and  did  not  apply  for  the 
one  which  became  due  at  the  end  of  June,  that  is  not  sufficient, 
considering  her  peculiar  habits  and  mode  of  life.  The  case  of  In 
re  Benham's  TrvMs  (4)  is  also  in  favour  of  the  mortgagee.  In 
In  re  Phenffs  Trusts  Lord  Justice  Oifard  said  (5)  that  "the 
onus  of  proving  death  at  any  particular  period  within  the  seven 
years  lies  with  the  party  alleging  death  at  such  particular  period,'* 
and  the  decision  in  In  re  Benham's  Trusts  is  not  inconsistent  with 
that,  though  the  order  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  in  that  case  was 
discharged  on 'appeal.  There  is  also  the  case  of  In  re  Lewes* 
Trusts  (6),  in  which  it  was  held  that  "those  who  claim  under  a 
person  who  is  said  to  have  survived  a  particular  period  ,must 

(1)  Law  Bep.  5  Ch.  139.  (4)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  416. 

(2)  Ibid.  7  Bq.  498.  (6)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  144. 

(3)  5  B,  &  Ad.  86 ;    2  M.  &  W.  (6)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  356. 
894. 
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prove  the  fact."    Therefore,  looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  the     Y.-C.  H. 
peculiar  habits  and  wandering  mode  of  life  of  Sophia  Siehman,       1S75 
her  desire  to  ezclnde  all  knowledge  in  reference  to  herself  from     hiokvav 
her  family,  and  the  holding  of  herself  aloof  from  them,  the  appli*     xjpsall 
cations  for  money  to  the  solicitor  of  the  mortgagee,  and  only        — 
when  she  wanted  some,  it  is  submitted  that  the  reason  why  she 
did  not  ask  for  the  payment  of  money  at  the  end  of  June  is  suffi- 
ciently explained ;  and  that  the  authorities  which  require  direct 
proof  of  death  within  seven  years  have  not  been  complied  with. 
[They  also  referred  to  Thomas  y.  Thomas  (1).] 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.O.  : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  governed  by  the  decisions  in  In 
re  ThenSs  Trusts  (2)  and  in  In  re  Lewei  Trusts  (8).  I  think  it  is 
impossible  to  distinguish  a  case  of  presumption  of  death  from  one 
of  presumption  of  life^  for  whoever  has  to  make  out  a  case  in  order 
to  establish  a  title  which  depends  upon  the  fact  of  either  the  death 
or  the  life  of  any  person  must  prove  that  fact,  therefore  the  mort- 
gagee is  in  the  same  position  as  the  Petitioners.  The  mortgagee 
claiming  to  be  paid  certain  income  under  the  order  already  made 
must  prove  the  fact  of  life.  That  is  plainly  illustrated  by  this : 
that  if  the  property  claimed  were  in  Court  instead  of  being  under 
the  control  of  trustees,  the  order  would  have  been  to  pay  the 
income  to  the  mortgagee  during  the  life  of  Sophia  Hickman,  or 
mitil  further  order,  and  the  mortgagee  would  not  have  been  able 
to  get  anything  without  proving  that  she  was  alive ;  and  it  is 
equally  ipcumbent  upon  the  Petitioners  claiming  the  property  to 
prove  that  she  is  dead,  and  i^hen  the  death  took  place.  They 
allege  that  the  death  took  place  before  June,  1866,  and  they 
endeavour  to  establish  that  fact  by  referring  to  the  antecedents 
and  to  the  poverty  of  Sophia  Hickma/n,  and  to  the  fact  that  she  was 
entirely  without  any  means  of  living  except  the  small  payments 
made  to  her  quarterly,  and  from  this  they  infer  that  she  would 
have  applied  at  the  end  of  June  for  payment  of  the  small  sum 
paid  quarterly  if  she  had  been  alive.  It  is  proved  that  no  applica- 
tion was  made  for  any  money  after  March,  1866,  and  certainly  the 

(1)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  298.  (2)  Law  Hep.  6  Ch.  139. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  866. 
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y.-G.  H.     circumstances  of  her  cose  are  such  that  it  is  fair  to  assume  she 

1875        would,  if  alive,  have  made  an  application  for  payment  at  the  end  of 

HioKMAN     Jui^e,  1866,  or  soon  afterwards    I  do  not  think,  however,  that  I 

Upsall      ^^g^*  to  presume  in  favour  of  the  Petitioners  who  rely  upon  pre- 

sumption  of  death,  that  she  died  before  the  June  payment  became 

due ;  but  I  do  presume  that  she  died  soon  afterwards,  and  hold 
that  nothing  became  payable  to  the  mortg^ee  after  that  time. 
The  mortgagee  will,  therefore,  not  be  entitled  to  any  moneys 
accruing  due  after  June,  and  the  Petitioners  will  be  entitled  to 
the  property  and  income  from  that  period. 

SoUcitors :  Messrs.  J.  i£  B.  Oole  ;  Mr.  Frouifoot. 


April  22. 


V.^.  H.  REPUBLIC  OP  PERU  v.  WEGUELIN. 

J^  [1872    R.    143.] 

WEGUELIN  V.  REPUBLIC  OF  PERU. 

[1876    W.    20.] 

Jurisdiction — Foreign  State^Eepublic — Corporate  Defendants — Pleading^^ 
Discovery — Stay  of  Proceedings  in  original  Suit, 

The  proceedings  in  an  original  suit  by  a  foreign  government  were  stayed 
until  the  PlaintifiTs  in  that  suit  had  g^ven  the  name  or  names  of  persons  who 
oonld  be  made  Defendant  or  Defendants  in  a  cross  suit  by  the  same  parties 
against  the  foreign  government,  for  the  purpose  of  making  upon  oath  the  dis- 
covery required. 

United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner  (1)  followed. 

X  HE  original  bill  [1872  R.  143],  in  respect  of  certain  accounts 
to  be  rendered  by  the  Defendants,  was  filed  in  August,  1872,  and 
the  answer  of  some  of  the  Defendants  was  filed  in  August,  1873. 
The  bill  was  amended  in  April,  1874,  by  adding  other  Defendants, 
who  represented  a  Mr.  BaU  and  the  executors  of  a  deceased 
Defendant.  No  farther  answer  was  required,  and  none  had  been 
filed.  On  the  6th  of  March,  1875,  the  cross  biU  [1875  W.  20] 
was  filed.    Beplication  in  the  original  suit  was  filed  on  the  19th 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Gh.  682. 
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of  March^  1875.    Interrogatories  in  the  cross  suit  were  filed  on  the     V.-O.  U. 
7th  of  April,  1875.    This  was  a^  motion,  on  a  notice  dated  the  19ih       1875 
of  April,  1875,  in  the  oross  suit  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  original  Bsfubuo  of 
suit  might  be  ordered  to  name  a  person  or  persons  who  might  be       ^™^ 
made  a  Defendant  or  Defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  making  sach    WjBousLur. 
discovery  in  the  cross  suit  as  might  be  required,  and  that  in  the    Weouelik 
meantime  all  further  proceedings  in  the  original  suit  might  be  befublic 
stayed.    The  application  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  cross  suit       ^'"^' 
to  the  Defendants  had  not  been  answered  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
enable  them  to  obtain  the  discovery  required. 

Mr.  fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  IHekinson,  Q.C.,  Mr.  LindUy^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kekeunehf 
contra: — 

The  demand  made  by  the  original  bill  is  for  an  account  which 
it  is  alleged  the  Defendants  ought  to  render  to  the  Bepublic  in 
reference  to  a  certain  amount  of  commission  charged.  The  ques< 
tion  whether  there  should  or  should  not  have  been  such  commission 
will  depend  upon  a  written  contract,  and  written  communications, 
and  very  little  discussion  will  arise  out  of  anything  else.  So  far 
as  the  written  documents  are  concerned,  the  Plaintiffs  in  the 
cross  suit  have  got  afiSdavits  of  them  from  the  proper  persons,  and 
it  is  submitted  that  this  application  is  quite  unusual.  Whether 
at  some  time  or  another  it  may  be  proper  to  make  it  is  not  now 
the  question.  It  is  improper  at  the  present  time,  because  the 
necessity  for  it  can  only  arise  after  the  answer  to  the  cross  suit  has 
been  put  in  in  the  regular  way. 

Sir  Chableb  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

lam  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  a  premature  application.  In  the 
ordinary  case  of  a  corporation  being  Defendants,  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  ask  that  some  officer  of  the  corporation  shall  be  made 
a  Defendant  with  the  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the 
discovery  which  the  Plaintiff  would  get  from  a  private  individual 
in  a  suit  against  him — that  is,  discovery  upon  oath.  The  case  of 
a  foreign  government  is  the  same  as  that  of  a  corporation,  and  the 
ordinary  practice  applicable  to  a  corporation  must  be  adapted,  as 
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V.-G.  H.     well  as  it  will  admiti  to  the  case  of  a  foreign  government,  whether 

1875       it  be  a  republic  or  a  soyereignty.     Considering  the  decision  in 

Befublio  of  United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner  (1),  I  hold  that  it  is  a  matter 

Pbbu       Qf  j.£g)j|.  Qjj  ^jjg  p^j^  ^f  ^Yie  Plaintiffs  in  the  cross  suit  to  have  upon 

WaoujBLiH.    oath  the  discovery  in  their  suit  which  they  seek  to  obtain,  and  that 

WiouBLiir    for  that  purpose  they  are  entitled  to  have  named  by  the  Defen- 

BspuBLio  OF  d^nts  in  the  cross  suit  a  person  or  persons  to  be  made  a  Defen- 

^^*       dant  or  Defendants.  The  mode  of  proceeding  must  be  the  same  as 

that  pointed  out  in  United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner ^  and  all 

the  proceedings  in  the  original  suit  must  be  stayed  until  the  name 

or  names  have  been  given. 

m 

Solicitors:    Messrs.  Norton^  Bose,  Norton,  dt  Brewer;    Messrs. 
Freshfields  &  Williams. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  682. 
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Eb  parte  HICKS.    In  re  BALL.  0.  J.  B. 

Praetke^Time  for  AppeaHng-^JBankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  rr.  143, 150—  ^^'^^ 

Omeral  Bide  of  26  Mat/,  1873.  AprUld. 

In  computing  the  twenty-one  days  within  which  an  appeal  mrut  bo 
entered,  Sundays  are  not  to  be  reckoned. 

1  HIS  was  an  appecJ  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Truro 
CSounty  Court. 

The  order  appealed  from  bore  date  the  1st  of  March,  1875. 
The  notice  of  appeal  was  dated  the  19th  of  March,  1875,  but  it 
was  not  served  until  the  23rd  of  March.  There  was  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  Bespondent  that  the  order  appealed  from,  though 
dated  the  1st  of  March,  had  been  actually  pronounced  by  the 
Judge  on  the  26th  of  February.  This  evidence  was,  however, 
contradicted  by  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant. 

Mr.  Fitday  Knight,  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  opened  the 
appeal. 

Mr.  Northmore  Latorenee,  for  the  Bespondent,  objected  that  the 
appeal  was  too  late :  Bankruptcy  BiUes,  1870,  r.  143  (1). 

Mr.  Finlay  Knight  contended  thai,  prima  fcune,  the  dato  of  the 
order  was  the  date  when  it  was  pronounced.  At  any  rate,  as  there 
was  a  dispute,  the  matter  should  be  referred  back  to  the  County 
Court  to  certify  the  actual  date  of  the  pronouncing  of  the  order. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 
According  to  the  General  Bule  of  the  26th  of  May,  1873  (2), 

(1)  Rule  143 :  "  An  appeal  against  (2)  Rule  150  of  1870 :  "  The  office 
a  decision  or  order  of  the  Chief  Judge  «  for  entering  bankruptcy  appeals  to  be 
in  Bankruptcy,  or  a  Judge  of  a  County  heard  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chan- 
Court,  shall  be  entered  with  the  Regis-  eery  shall  be  closed  during  the  ordinary 
trar  of  Appeals  within  and  not  later  vacations  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
than  twenty-one  days  from  the  said  the  time  during  which  such  office  shall 
decision  or  order,  by  leaving  with  him  be  closed  shall  not  be  reckoned  in  the 
a  copy  of  the  appeal  notice  of  motion .*'  number  of  days  ordered  for  the  enter- 
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Sundays  are  not  to  be  counted  in  computing  the  twenty-one  days. 
The  appeal  is,  therefore^  in  time. 

The  appeal  was  then  heard  upon  its  merits,  and  the  order  of  the 
County  Court  was  discharged. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Surr,  Qribble,  db  BwUan, 
agents  for  Messrs.  J.  JE.  Eltoorthy,  Curtis,  &  Bawe^  Plymouth, 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Emmet  &  Son,  agenta  for 
Mr.  H.  F.  WhUefidd,  St.  Cdumb. 


iDg  of  appeals  to  be  heard  by  such  Court 
of  Appeal  in  ChaDcery." 

The  General  Bule  of  the  26th  of 
May,  1873,  rescinds  Rule  150  of  1870, 
and  provides :  '*  The  office  for  entering 
bankruptcy  appeals  shall  be  open  daily 
throughout  the  year,  from  ten  till  four 
o'clock,  except  on  Sunday,  Christmas 
Day,  Crood  Friday,  the  Saturday  after 
Good  Friday,  Monday  and  Tuesday  in 


Easter  Week,  or  any  day  appointed  for 
a  public  fast  or  thank^ving,  and  ex- 
cept also  on  Saturdays,  when  the  office 
may  be  closed  at  two  o'clock ;  and  the 
days  on  wbich  the  office  shall  be  wholly 
closed  shall  not  be  reckoned  in  the 
number  of  days  ordered  for  the  enter- 
ing of  appeals." — Vide  17.  Solicitors' 
Journal,  715. 
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April  30. 


LEADEB  V.  MOODY.  m.  b. 

[1876    L.    60.]  ^^'^^ 

XeoM  <f  Theatre— Underlease  if  StaUs—Ueer  of  Theatre  for  other  than 
Theatrioal  FurpoBet — Derogation  from  Or  ant. 

The  lease  of  a  theatre  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  not  to 
oonvert  the  theatre,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any  other  nse  than  for  acting  or 
performing  of  operas,  plays,  concerts,  halls,  masquerades,  assemblies,  and 
sach  theatrical  and  other  purposes  as  had  been  usually  given  therein.  The 
lessee,  for  valuable  consideration,  suh-demised  certain  boxes  and  pit  stalls, 
together  with  free  and  uninterrupted  admission  into,  and  egress  and  regress 
to  and  from,  and  the  full  use  and  enjoyment  of  such  boxes  and  stalls  during 
all  such  nights  as  the  theatre  should  be  open  for  the  reception  of  audience  or 
company  to  any  public  performance  or  exhibition  of  any  opera  or  any  enter- 
tainment whatsoever  of  or  upon  the  stage,  except  balls  or  masquerades,  to 
the  plaintiff  for  a  term  of  years,  reserving  full  right  of  access  to  the  boxes 
and  stalls  for  the  purposes  of  repair.  The  underlease  contained  a  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises :  but  no  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  grantor  of  the  underlease  to  observe  or  perform  the  covenants  of  the 
original  lease.  Afterwards  the  lessee  of  the  theatre  agreed  to  let  it  for  a 
term  of  three  months  for  the  purpose  of  holding  religious  meetings.  In 
Older  that  the  theatre  might  be  converted  into  a  convenient  place  for  holding 
such  meetings,  the  divisions  between  the  boxes  were  removed,  and  the  pit 
(including  the  site  of  the  Plaintiff's  stalls)  was  boarded  over ;  but  these 
alterations  were  not  permanent,  and  the  parties  disclaimed  any  intention  of 
using  the  theatre  for  religious  services  beyond  the  three  months : — 

ffeidf  that  without  the  Plaintiff's  consent  the  theatre  could  not  be  con- 
verted to  other  than  theatrical  purposes,  nor  could  the  original  lessee,  or  any 
person  claiming  under  him,  enter  on  the  Plaintiff's  boxes  or  stalls :  but  that, 
under  the  ciicnmstanoes,  the  proper  remedy  was  in  damages,  and  not  by 
way  of  injunction. 

By  a  lease  dated  the  10th  of  July,  1845,  Her  Mcyedy's  Theatre 
in  the  Haymarkd  was  demised  to  B.  Lumley  for  a  term  of  yeara, 
to  expire  on  the  29th  of  September,  1891,  subject,  however,  to 
certain  prior  leases  of  boxes  in  the  theatre.  The  lease  of  the 
10th  of  July,  1845,  contained  a  ooyenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee 
not  to  convert  the  theatre,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any  other  use 
than  for  acting  or  performing  of  operas,  plays,  concerts,  balls, 
masquerades,  assemblies,  and  such  theatrical  and  other  public 
diveisions  or  entertainments  as  had  been  usually  given  therein. 
Vol.  XX.  L  2 
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M.  B.       but  to  use  his  utmost  endeavours  to  improve  the  same  for  that 
1875        use  and  purpose. 

Lbadeb         The  term  created  by  the  lease  of  the  10th  of  July,  1845,  was 

MooDT      afterwards  assigned  to  and  became  vested  in  Earl  Dudley, 

—  The  Plaintiff  was  entitled  in  possession  to  certain  boxes  and  pit 

<  stalls  in  the  theatre.    As  to  one  of  these  boxes,  he  claimed  to  be 

entitled  under  or  by  virtue  of  a  lease  thereof  prior  in  date  to  the 

10th  of  July,  1845 ;  and  as  to  the  rest  of  the  boxes,  and  the  whole 

of  the  pit  stalls,  he  was  entitled  under  or  by  virtue  of  underleases 

thereof  granted  by  Lumley  or  Earl  Dudley.     These  underleases 

were  granted  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  considerable 

sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  not  less  than  £10,000. 

The  underlease  of  twelve  of  the  stalls  was  dated  the  28th  of 

July,  1862,  and  was  made  between  Earl  Dudley  of  the  one  part, 

and  William  Waihins  of  the  other  part,  and  after  recitals  shewing 

the  consideration  for  which  the  underlease  was  granted,  it  was 

witnessed  as  follows : — 

**  Now  this  indenture  witnesseth  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
agreement,  and  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  Earl, 
doth  hereby  grant  and  demise  unto  the  said  William  Watkin^,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  those  twelve  several  pit 
stalls  in  the  theatre  known  by  the  name  of  Her  Majeely^s  Theatre, 
situate  in  the  Haymarket,  in  the  parish  of  8t  James,  within  the 
liberty  of  Westminsier,  and  marked  or  distinguished  by  the  num- 
bers 89,  90,  91,  92,  93,  94,  95,  96,  97,  98,  99,  and  100,  and  being 
in  the  fourth  row  of  pit  stalls  from  the  orchestra  in  the  said 
theatre,  together  with  free  and  uninterrupted  admission  at  all 
seasonable  times  into,  and  egress  and  regress  to  and  from,  and  Hie 
full  use  and  enjoyment  of  such  several  stalls  by  tickets  of  admis- 
sion thereto  in  the  usual  manner  of  subscription  tickets  during  all 
such  nights  as  the  said  theatre  shall  be  open  for  the  reception  of 
audience  or  company  to  any  public  performance  or  exhibition  of 
any  opera  or  entertainment  whatsoever  of  or  upon  the  stage 
(except  balls  and  masquerades),  and  all  profits,  advantages,  and 
appurtenances  to  the  said  stalls  respectively  belonging  or  apper- 
taining from  the  performances  and  exhibitions  aforesaid,  except 
and  with  the  restriction  aforesaid,  and  except  nevertheless  and 
reserved  unto  the  said  Earl,  his  executors,  administrators  and 
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assigns,  and  all  persons  whom  he  or  they  shall  anthorize,  fhll  H.  B. 
power  and  authority  of  access  to,  from,  and  upon  the  said  stalls  i875 
and  premises  hereby  demised  at  all  times  (except  during  the  per-  l^21^ 
formances  of  any  such  opera  or  other  entertainment  as  aforesaid),  -m^'^, 
for  the  purpose  of  painting,  repairing,  refittiag,  ornamenting,  or  —  * 
cleansing  the  same  respectively,  and  the  parts  of  the  said  theatre 
adjacent  thereto  respectiyely ;  to  hold  the  said  stalls  and  premises 
respectively  expressed  to  be  hereby  demised  unto  the  said  William 
WaihinSy  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  29th 
day  of  September,  1862,  for  and  during  and  unto  the  fall  end  and 
term  of  twenty-nine  years  (wanting  fourteen  days)  from  thence  next 
ensuing,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  yielding  a;nd  paying 
therefor  unto  the  said  Earl,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  the  rent  of  a  peppercorn  on  the  29th  day  of  September  in 
every  year  of  the  said  term,  if  the  same  shall  be  lawfully  de- 
manded ;  and  the  said  Earl  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  hereby  covenants  with  the  said  William  Watkins^ 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  the  said  William 
Wathins  shall  and  may  henceforth  during  the  said  term  of  twenty- 
nine  years  (wanting  fourteen  days)  peaceably  hold,  use,  and  enjoy 
the  said  stalls  and  premises,  and  take  the  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
and  every  part  thereof  respectively,  for  his  and  their  own  benefit, 
without  any  interruption  from  the  said  Earl,  his  executors  or 
administrators,  or  any  other  person  now  or  hereafter  rightfully 
claiming  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  premises  from  or  under  him 
or  the  said  Earl,  his  executors  or  administrators.  And  the  said 
WHliam  WathinB  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators hereby  covenants  with  the  said  Earl,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  that  he,^the  said  William  Watkins,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  will  not  at  any  time  hereafter 
make  any  alteration  in  or  about  any  of  the  said  stalls  or  the 
the  appurtenances  thereof,  or  remove  any  partition  or  other  article 
or  thing  in  or  adjoining  to  or  constituting  part  of  the  said  stalls 
and  premises  respectively,  and  will  not  alter  or  change  the  furni- 
ture and  fittings  of  any  of  the  said  stalls,  or  make  any  addition 
to  the  furniture  and  fittings  of  the  same  respeotively,  so  as  to 
interfere  with  or  impair  the  general  uniformity  of  the  other  pit 

stalls  of  the  said  theatre,  and  will  not  do  or  suffer  any  act  or 

X  2  2 
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M.  B.       thing  which  may  be  to  the  nuisanoe  and  injury  of  the  said  theatre,. 
1875        or  any  audience  therein,  or  may  hinder  or  obstruct  the  doe  per- 
Lbadeb      formance  or  exhibition  of  any  opera  or  entertainment,  or  the 
MooDT      enjoyment  thereof  by  the  rest  of  the  audience,  but  will  use  the 
said  stalls  respectively  for  the  purpose  only  of  viewing  and  hear- 
ing therefrom  the  operas  and  other  entertainments  (not  being 
balls  or  masquerades),  and  at  no  other  time  than  during  the  per- 
fonnance  or  exhibition  of  some  opera  or  entertainment  (not  being 
a  ball  or  masquerade),  and  that  the  said  WiUiam  WaikiMy  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  and  all  persons  using  the  said 
stalls,  or  either  of  them,  shall  and  will  in  all  respects  conform  to 
the  regulations  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  theatre.     And 
further,  that  the  said  WiUiam  WathinSy  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  will  permit  the  said  Earl,  his  executors^ 
administrators,  and  assigns,  and  all  persons  whom  he  or  they  shall 
authorize,  to  have  free  access  to,  from,  and  upon  the  said  stalls  and 
premises  respectively  hereby  demised  (excepting  during  the  time 
of  performance  of  any  such  opera  or  other  entertainment  as  afore- 
said), for  the  purpose  of  painting,  repairing,  reBtting,  ornamenting,, 
or  cleansing  the  same.'* 

Tiie  other  underleases  were,  with  some  immaterial  variations,  in 
the  like  form. 

Certain  of  the  pit  stalls  had  been  mortgaged  by  the  Plaintiff  ta 
Margaret  BeU  HoUier. 

The  theatre  was  burnt  down  in  1867.  It  was  subsequently  re- 
built, but  had  never  been  re-opened  as  a  theatre.  Boxes  and  stalls 
had,  however,  been  allotted  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Earl  of  Dudley 
in  substitution  for  those  in  the  old  theatre. 

In  March,  1875,  Earl  DucUeify  in  consideration  of  a  payment  of 
about  £1200,  agreed  with  Messrs*  Thomas  Stone  and  Robert  Paton 
to  let  the  theatre  (subject  to  all  existing  underleases  or  interests 
therein)  to  them  for  a  term  of  three  months  from  the  20th  of  March, 
1875,  and  the  lessees  thereupon  agreed  that  the  theatre  should  be 
used  only  for  the  purpose  of  the  lectures,  preachings,  or  religious 
meetings  of,  or  presided  over,  or  conducted  or  appointed  by,. 
Messrs.  D.  L.  Moody  and  L  B.  Sankey;  and  not  for  any  opera^ 
theatrical  performance,  or  other  entertainment  of  any  kind ;  and 
the  lessees  also  covenanted  to  keep  Earl  Dudley  indemnified 
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against  the  consequences  of  the  demise,  or  any  act  or  thing  done       M.  R. 
or  goffered  to  be  done  by  the  lessees  contrary  to  any  of  the        1875 
coTenants  or  provisions  contained  in  the  lease  of  the  10th  of  July,     leadeb 
1845. 

The  consent  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  theatre  in  reyersion 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  term  created  by  the  lease 
of  the  10th  of  July,  1845,  to  the  underlease  to  Messrs.  Stone  and 
Paion^  was  duly  obtained  by  them. 

In  order  to  convert  the  theatre  into  a  place  convenient  for  hold- 
ing of  services  by  Messrs.  Moody  and  Sankey,  the  divisions  (con- 
sisting of  boards  sliding  in  grooves)  between  all  the  boxes  were 
removed ;  and  the  entire  pit  of  the  theatre  (including  the  site  of 
the  pit-stalls  allotted  to  the  Plaintiff)  was  boarded  over,  so  as  to 
make  a  new  floor  at  the  same  level  as  the  front  of  the  stage.  This 
boarding  was  of  a  temporary  nature,  and  could  easily  be  removed 
in  a  few  days. 

On  the  31st  of  March,  the  Plaintiff,  whose  consent  to  the  under- 
lease to  Messrs.  Stone  and  Paton  had  not  been  obtained,  filed  the  bill 
in  this  suit.  The  bill  was  subsequently  amended,  and  as  amended 
was  against  Messrs.  Moody,  Sankey,  Stone^  and  Paton^  Earl  Dudiey, 
and  Margaret  BeU  HoUier,  as  Defendants,  and  prayed  for  injunc- 
tions to  the  following  effect :  first,  to  restrain  Earl  Dudley  from 
making  any  demise  of  the  theatre  to  the  Defendants  Moody, 
Sankey^  Stone  and  Paton,  or  any  of  them,  for  the  purpose  of  such 
theatre  being  used  as  a  place  for  preaching  or  religious  lecturing, 
or  for  singing  in  connection  therewith  ;  secondly,  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  Moody,  SanJcey,  Stone,  and  Paton,  and  their  workmen 
and  agents,  from  boarding  over  or  covering  the  sites  of  the  stalls 
belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  from  removing  the  divisions  which 
separated  the  Plaintiff's  boxes  from  the  other  parts  of  the  theatre, 
and  from  going  upon  the  Plaintiff's  boxes  and  stalls,  or  the  sites 
thereof,  and  to  restrain  Earl  Dudley  from  permitting  the  Defen- 
dants Moody,  Sankey,  Stone,  and  Paton,  and  their  workmen  and 
agents,  from  having  access  to  the  theatre  for  the  purpose  of  doing 
any  such  act  as  aforesaid;  thirdly,  to  restrain  the  Defendants 
Moody,  Sankey,  Stone,  and  Paton  from  allowing  the  boarding  erected 
by  them  to  continue  so  as  to  cover  up  the  Plaintiffs  stalls,  and 
from  allowing  the  divisions  which  separated  the  Plaintiff's  boxes 
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M.  B.      from  other  parts  of  the  theatre  to  remain  removed ;  fonrthly,  to 
1875       restrain    the  Defendant  Moody  from  preaching    or   delivering 
Leadkb      religions  lectures  in  the  theatre,  and  the  Defendant  Sankey  from 
HooDT.      assisting  him ;  fifthly,  to  restrain  the  Defendants  Moody,  Sankey,. 
—       Stone  and  Paton,  from  inviting  persons  by  advertisements  and  other- 
wise to  come  upon  the  Plaintiff's  boxes  and  stalls  or  the  sites 
thereof;  and,  sixthly,  to  restrain  the  Defendant  Earl  Dudley  from 
converting  or  allowing  other  persons  to  convert  the  theatre  to  any 
other  uses  than  those  specified  in  the  lease  of  the  10th  of  July,. 
1846. 

A  motion  for  an  injunction  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill 
was  made,  and  by  consent  was  turned  into  motion  for.  decree,  and 
the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  accordingly. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  divisions  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's boxes  had  been  restored  subsequently  to  the  institution  of 
the  suit,  but  that  the  boarding  still  remained  over  the  pit.  The 
Defendants  disclaimed  any  intention  of  continuing  services  in  the 
theatre  after  the  expiration  of  three  months. 

m.  Ohittyy  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  CaldeGoU,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

First,  the  acts  of  the  Defendants  amount  to  a  continuing 
trespass  as  r^ards  all  the  Plaintiff's  boxes  and  stalls,  and  to  a  dis- 
turbance of  the  Plaintiff's  right  of  egress  and  regress  to  and  from 
the  pit-stalls,  and  the  Court  will  interfere  to  restrain  such  acts : 
Goodson  V.  Biehardaon  (1). 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Eolls  : — It  is  extremely  difficult  to  say 
what  is  the  precise  legal  effect  of  the  underlease  of  the  28th  of 
July,  1862.] 

We  say  that  it  operates  as  a  demise  to  us  of  the  stalls  for  all 
purposes,  and  a  regrant  by  us  to  Lord  Dudley  for  balls  and 
masquerades.  But,  whatever  may  be  the  true  legal  effect  of  the 
underlease,  the  Plaintiff  is  in  possession  under  it;  he  has  an  equit- 
able title  only,  the  legal  interest  being  outstanding  in  his  mort- 
gagee, and  under  these  circumstances  he  is  clearly  entitled  to 
maintain  a  suit  to  restrain  a  trespass  and  disturbance  of  his  ease* 
ment  as  regards  these  stalls.    As  regards  the  boxes,  he  is  legal 

(1)  Law  Eep.  9  Ch.  221. 
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owner,  no  doubt,  bnt  he  is  also  in  possession^  and  therefore  he  may  H  B, 

maintain  a  suit  to  restrain  a  continuing  trespass,  accompanied  by  1875 

a  daim  of  title.  t.»ai«p 

Secondly,  the  acts  complained  of  are  directly  in  breach  of  the  Mora>T. 

oo?enant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  ought  therefore  to  be  restrained :  *-^ 
Tipping  V.  Eekerdey  (1) ;    Whatman  v.  Otbson  (2) ;   Western  r. 
Maedermott  (3). 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — ^The  coyenant  does  not,  even  in 
terms,  go  beyond  the  demise;  consequently,  according  to  the 
decision  in  Leeeh  v.  Sehweder  (4),  unless  you  can  shew  that  the 
right  you  claim  falls  within  the  terms  of  the  demise,  you  cannot 
succeed  on  the  covenant] 

Thirdly,  the  acts  complained  of  are  distinctly  in  derogation  from 
the  grants  contained  in  the  underleases.  '  The  FlaintiflT  has 
obtained  demises  of  boxes  and  stalls  in  a  theatre ;  he  has  expended 
laige  sums  in  obtaining  those  demises,  and  it  is  not  competent  for 
the  lessor,  after  he  has  obtained  the  benefit  of  these  sums,  to 
conyert  the  building  into  something  totally  different  from  a 
theatre.  On  the  contrary,  the  lessor  is  bound  to  keep  the  build- 
ing in  such  a  condition  that  it  may  at  any  moment  be  used  as  a 
theatre. 

The  Mastsb  of  the  Bolls  : — In  case  I  shall  be  of  opinion 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  an  injunction  ought  not  to  be 
granted^  does  the  Plaintiff  claim  substantial  damages  ? 

Mr.  Ohitttf : — The  Plaintiff's  only  object  is  to  try  the  question  of 
right,  and  if  that  is  determined  he  will  be  content  with  nominal 
damages. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — In  that  case,  if  the  Defendants 
state  that  they  do  not  intend  to  continue  to  use  the  theatre  beyond 
the  three  months,  I  will  make  a  decree  for  nominal  damages  and 
costs,  but  will  not  grant  an  injunction. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lococh  Webb,  for  the  Defendants  3fooiy, 
Sankey,  Stone,  and  Patan,  expressed  their  willingness  to  submit  to 
that  decree. 

(1)  2  BL  &  J.  264.  (3)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  72. 

(2)  9  Sim.  196.  (4)  Ibid«  9  Ch.  463. 
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M.  B.  Mr.  Davenpofiy  for  Earl  Dudley. 

1875 

Leamb      ^^^  ^'  J^'S^^*  ^-^  • — 

MOO0T.  ^^  ^7  opii^on  the  Plaintiff  is  entirely  right,  though,  for  the 

—        reasons  I  am  about  to  give,  I  am  not  going  to  grant  an  in- 
junction. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  meaning  aod  effect  of  the  instrument 
about  which  there  has  been  so  much  discuRsion,  is  this :  Earl 
Dudiey  represents  that  he  has  a  lease  of  a  theatre  containing 
covenants  that  it  shall  not  be  used  for  any  other  purpose  except  as 
a  theatre,  with  the  exception  of  balls  and  masquerades.  Having 
a  lease  of  a  theatre,  he  takes  money  from  the  Plaintiff  or  his  pre- 
decessors in  title  for  leases  or  sub-demises  of  boxes  and  stalls ;  and 
though  I  am  free  to  confess  I  think  if  some  of  these  questions 
which  have  now  been  raised  had  been  present  to  the  draftsman's 
mind,  the  instrument  might  have  been  more  carefully  and  accu- 
rately framed,  I  have  no  doubt  that  in  substance  it  is  a  lease  of 
the  boxes  and  stalls  for  all  theatrical  purposes,  if  I  may  say  so ; 
and,  in  addition,  it  is  a  legal  demise  of  the  boxes  and  stalls 
themselves. 

Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  such  a  demise  ?  It  surely  never 
could  be  contended  that  the  man  who  had  taken  money  for  boxes 
and  stalls  in  a  theatre,  could  the  day  after  destroy  the  theatre,  and 
turn  it,  for  example,  into  a  stable,  if  he  got  a  license  from  his 
superior  landlord.  It  seems  to  me  that  would  be  altogether 
extravagant  When  the  lessor  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment  of 
the  thing  demised  as  against  his  own  acts,  he  must  mean  that  he 
will  keep  it  as  a  theatre,  ready  to  be  used  at  all  times  for  theatrical 
purposes,  and  so  as  to  enable  the  person  who  has  taken  the  sub- 
demise  from  him  to  have  the  benefit  of  that  sub-demise  by  using 
the  boxes  and  stalls  during  theatrical  performances.  Therefore,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  any  permanent  alteration  of  the  theatre  so  as 
to  convert  it  to  purposes  which  are  not  theatrical,  and  do  not 
allow  of  its  being  used  as  a  theatre,  is  a  breach  of  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  lessor  which  I  find  clearly  implied  throughout  the 
indenture  of  demise. 

Again,  has  the  lessor  a  right  to  enter  upon  the  boxes  and  stalls 
for  any  purposes  except  repair,  and  except  (which  is  I  think 
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implied)  to  let  them  to  persons  desirous  of  seeing  balls  and  masque-       M.  B. 
rades?    Although  I  do  not  find  the  words,  I  think  the  meaning       1S75 
is,  that  in  the  excepted  case  the  lessor  has  a  right  to  let  the  boxes      leankb 
and  stalls  to  persons  desirous  of  viewing  or  taking  part  in  masque- 
rades and  balls;   but  subject  to  that  implied  reservation,  and 
subject  to  the  express  reservation  for  the  purpose  of  repair,  I 
think  he  has  no  right^  to  enter  upon  the  boxes  and  stalls  at  all, 
and  that  his  domg  so  without  the  leave  or  permission  or  license, 
as  it  might  be  called,  of  the  owner  of  the  boxes  and  stalls  under 
the  sub-demise  is  a  trespass,  utterly  unwarrantable  in  law.    What- 
ever may  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  advisers  of  the  Earl  upon 
that  point,  I  myself  do  not  entertain  any  doubt  whatever  upon  it. 
Consequently  on  both  these  points,  and  they  are  the  two  points 
which  have  been  presented  to  me,  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  in  the 
right. 

Then,  thinking  so,  why  do  I  not  grant  an  injunction  ?  First  of 
all,  as  regards  the  theatre,  the  alterations  are  not  of  a  permanent 
character.  Now  the  question  of  permanence  does  not  depend  only 
on  the  nature  of  the  alterations,  but  on  the  intention  with  which 
they  are  made.  For  example,  you  may  have  to  consider  such  a 
case  as  a  locking  of  a  gate,  which  may  be  temporary  if  you  intend 
to  lock  it  for  an  hour  or  for  five  minutes,  or  it  may  be  a  permanent 
locking,  as  it  was  in  one  of  the  decided  cases,  with  a  view  to  stop 
the  exercise  of  a  right  of  way  for  ever.  There  the  locking  of 
the  gate  was  held  by  all  the  Judges  to  be  a  permanent  obstacle, 
that  being  the  true  intention.  On  the  other  hand,  you  may  have 
the  erection  of  a  timber  scaffolding,  a  work  of  considerable  ex- 
pense, taking  a  considerable  time  to  erect  and  a  considerable 
time  to  remove ;  but  if  it  were  shewn  that  it  was  not  intended  as 
a  permanent  construction,  but  was  merely  for  the  purpose  of  a 
scaffolding  with  a  view  to  the  erection  of  something  else  which 
would  not  be  an  obstruction,  and  was  intended  to  be  taken 
away  as  soon  as  that  was  completed,  there  it  would  be  an 
erection  not  of  a  permanent  character,  that  being  the  intention. 
Now  it  is  proved,  or  admitted,  before  me  that  there  is  no  inten- 
tion of  keeping  this  theatre  permanently  transformed  into  a- 
meeting-house  or  a  place  for  religious  services ;  that  it  is  a  mere 
temporary  arrangement,  although  made  for  a  considerable  time — 
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M.  u.       three  months;  that  the  persons  who  have  talcen  it  have  no  inten- 
1875       tion  of  renewing  the  arrangement,  and  the  person  who  has  granted 

i^^^^  the  lease  has  also  no  intention  of  renewing  it.  It  appears,  also, 
that  the  alterations  have  been  carefully  made  with  a  yiew  to 
their  removal,  and  that  in  no  case  has  any  permanent  injury  been 
done  to  the  theatre;  that  they  have  avoided  putting  nails  or 
fastenings  into  the  floor  of  the  stage  or  the  floor  of  the  theatre, 
and,  in  iiEtct^  have  avoided  doing  anything  except  putting  more  or 
less  wood,  which  may  be  more  or  less  awkward  to  remove,  upon 
these  floors.  So  that  in  reality  these  are  temporary  structural 
alterations  as  distinguished  from  permanent  structural  alterations, 
and  I  assume  on  the  evidence,  and  from  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  that  they  are  intended  to  be  removed,  as  they  can  be  readily 
removed,  at  the  termination  of  this  three  months'  lease.  Looking 
at  those  facts,  and  considering  that  the  lease  began  on  the  20th  of 
March,  and  would  expire  in  three  months  from  that  time,  and 
that  to-day  we  are  at  the  30th  of  April,  and  considering  that  by 
granting  an  injunction  I  should  be  inflicting  a  great  injury  on  the 
Defendants,  and  should  be  giving  no  benefit  to  the  Plaintiff,  be- 
cause it  appears  from  the  evidence,  which  is  not  contradicted,  that 
there  is  no  reasonable  prospect  of  letting  the  theatre  for  operatic 
purposes  during  the  six  weeks  which  have  now  to  elapse,  and 
considering  also  the  power  which  has  be^n  given  me  by  the  Act 
commonly  called  Lord  Caima*  Act,  of  substituting  damages  for 
injunction  in  a  case  where  it  appears  to  the  Court  that  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  justify  such  a  course,  and  without 
laying  down,  as  I  have  on  other  occasions  abstained  from  laying 
down,  any  general  rule  which  would  fetter  the  exercise  of  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court,  I  think,  looking  at  all  these  circumstances^ 
and  considering,  moreover,  that  the  object  of  the  Plaintiff  is  merely 
to  establish  his  rights  (as  he  has  shewn  by  directing  his  counsel  to 
ask  for  only  nominal  damages  in  case  I  wish  to  give'  him  damages 
instead  of  an  •  injunction),  I  think  that  I  shall  be  best  performing* 
my  duty,  having  regard  to  these  statutory  provisions,  in  awarding 
damages  which,  at  the  Plaintiff's  own  suggestion,  will  be  nominal 
only,  and  with  that  declaration  of  my  opinion  giving  him  the  costs 
of  the  suit. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  /.  Aldridge;  Messrs.  Davies,  Campbell,  d'  Co. 
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TAYLOR  V.  TAYLOR.  M.B. 

[1871    T.    101,]  ^J3i 

Iniestacif^Advancsmenia  hy  Fotiion — Staiute  of  DtUnbuticns  (22di2S  Car,  2,        "^  '* 
c  10),  8.  B-^&iare  of  InteataU's  Esiat^^DM  due  to  AdmvniHraiar^Set'Off. 

« 

An  **  advuiceinent  by  portion"  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  5  of  the 
Statute  of  Disiribuiions  is  a  sum  given  by  a  parent  to  establish  a  child  in 
life  or  to  make  a  x>n>yi8ion  for  the  child. 

Sums  given  for  the  following  purposes  :  (1)  payment  of  the  admission  fee 
to  one  of  the  Inns  of  Court  in  the  case  of  a  child  intended  for  the  Bar ; 
(2)  the  price  of  a  commission  and  outfit  of  a  child  entering  the  army ;  (8)  the 
price  of  plant  and  machinery  and  other  payments  for  the  purpose  of  starting 
a  child  in  business : — 

JEddj  "  advancements  by  portion." 

Sums  given  for  the  following  purposes :  (1)  payment  of  a  fee  to  a  special 
pleader  in  the  case  of  a  child  intended  for  the  Bar;  (2)  price  of  outfit  and 
passage  money  of  an  officer  in  the  army  and  his  wife  on  going  out  to  India 
with  his  regiment ;  (3)  payment  of  debts  incurred  by  an  officer  in  the  army ; 
(4)  assisting  a  clergyman  in  paying  his  housekeeping  and  other  expenses : — 

Eeldf  not  **  advancements  by  portion." 

A  debt  due  to  the  administrator  of  an  intestate  in  his  own  right  from  one 
of  the  next  of  kin  may  be  set  ofif  in  a  suit  by  the  next  of  kin  for  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  against  a  sum  due  iix)m  the  administrator  in  respect  of  the 
next  of  kin's  share  of  the  intestate's  estate. 

John  TATLOB,  who  died  in  May,  1856,  a  widower  and  intes- 
tate, was  at  the  time  of  his  death  entitled  to  considerable  real 
and  personal  estate.  He  left  two  sons,  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant, 
and  no  other  children  him  suryiving.  Letters  of  administration 
of  the  intestate's  estate  were  in  Jane,  1856,  granted  to  the  Defen- 
dant, the  elder  of  the  two  sons.  In  April,  1860,  the  Defendant 
submitted  an  account  of  the  estate  to  the  Plaintiff,  shewing  that  a 
sum  of  £8436  Is.  8j^.  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant 
paid  this  som  to  the  Plaintiff  accordingly. 

In  1871  the  Plaintiff  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  for  an  account  of 
the  intestate's  estate,  alleging  that  he  had  recently  discovered 
aerioos  errors  in  the  account  which  had  been  rendered  by  the  De- 
fendant The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  one  error  of 
CQUsiderable  amount,  but  claimed  a  setK>ff  in  respect  of  certain 
sums  which  he  had  advanced  to  the  Plaintiff  subsequently  to 


Tatlob. 
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M.  R.  April,  1860.  By  the  decree  which  was  made  in  April,  1873,  the 
1875  usual  accounts  and  inquiries  were  directed,  and  a  special  direction 
TjLTLon  ^^  given  as  to  charging  the  Defendant  with  certain  items  in  the 
account  of  the  testators'  personal  estate  come  to  his  hands ;  and  it 
was  also  directed  that  the  amount  due  to  the  Plaintiff  in  respect 
of  the  matters  aforesaid  should  be  certified,  but  nothing  was  said 
as  to  the  set-off. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  two  summonses  to  vary 
the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  and  upon  further  consideration. 

The  question  raised  upon  the  summonses  was  whether  certain 
sums  paid  by  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime  to  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  respectively  were  advancements  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Dirirtbutions  (22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  10), 
s.  5. 

It  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  entered  at  the  Middle 
Temple,  and  had  begun  to  read  in  the  chambers  of  a  special 
pleader  with  the  view  of  being  called  to  the  Bar ;  the  fees  payable 
to  the  Middle  Temple  and  to  the  pleader  were  paid  by  the  intes- 
tate. The  Plaintiff  afterwards  abandoned  the  profession  of  the 
law,  and  in  1843  entered  the  army ;  and  the  intestate  paid  the 
price  of  his  commission  and  his  outfit.  In  1848  the  Plaintiff  went 
to  India  with  his  regiment,  and  was  accompanied  by  his  wife;  and 
the  intestate  paid  the  outfit  and  part  of  the  passage  money  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  his  wife.  While  in  India  the  Plaintiff  became  in- 
debted to  a  considerable  amount,  and  was  pressed  by  his  creditors 
for  payment  One  of  the  Plaintiff's  fellow  officers,  at  the  Plain- 
tiff's request,  wrote  to  the  intestate,  stating  the  position  of  affairs, 
and  representing  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  Plaintiff's  debts 
should  be  paid  in  order  that  he  might  keep  his  position  in  the 
army;  and  the  intestate  thereupon  paid  the  Plaintiff's  debts  to 
the  amount  of  about  £650.  In  1854  the  Plaintiff  gold  his  com- 
mission, and  took  some  ground  in  Wales,  with  the  view  of  carrying 
on  mining  operations  there.  In  1854  and  1855  the  intestate  paid 
to  the  Plaintiff  various  sums,  amounting  to  about  £850,  for  the 
purchase  of  plant  and  materials,  and  payment  of  wages,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  his  experiments  in  searching  for  minerals. 
They  proved  unsuccessful,  and  were  abandoned  in  June,  1855. 

The  Defendant  entered  the  Church  in  1833 ;  and  the  intestate 
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from  that  time  down  to  his  death  gave  him  considerable  sums        M.  B. . 
(in  some  cases  amounting  to  as  much  as  £200  at  one  time)  to        1875 
assist  him  in  housekeeping  and  paying  expenses  of  living.    These     tatlqb 
sums  were  paid  by  the  intestate  yolnntarily,  and  not  in  pursuance     XAniL 
of  any  agreement  with  the  Defendant.  — 

The  sums  in  question  were,  1,  the  sums  given  to  the  Defendant 
to  assist  him  as  aforesaid ;  2,  the  entry  fee  paid  for  the  Plaintiff 
at  the  Middle  Temple ;  3,  the  fee  paid  to  the  special  pleader ; 
4,  the  price  of  the  Plaintiff's  commission  in  the  army ;  5,  the 
price  of  the  Plaintiff's  outfit  on  entering  the  army ;  6,  the  price 
of  the  outfit  and  amount  of  passage  money  for  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  wife  on  going  out  to  India  ;  7,  the  sums  applied  in  payment 
of  the  Plaintiff's  debts  in  India  ;  8^  the  adyanoes  made  to  or  for 
the  Plaintiff  in  connection  with  his  mining  operations  in  Wcdee, 

Mr.  Sauihgale,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oswald^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended 
that  the  allowances  made  to  the  Defendant  were  advancements 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute :  Williams  on  Executors  (1) ; 
Pratt  V.  PraU  (2) ;  Edwards  y.  Freeman  (3) ;  B&yd  v.  Boyd  (4). 

Mr.  JVy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J5.  J5.  Rogers^  for  the  Defendant,  referred 
to  Bender  v.  Bose  (5) ;  Leighion  v.  LeigJUan  (6). 

Sir  6.  Jessel,  M  Jl. : — 

I  shall  not  be  the  first  Judge  to  hold  that  sums  of  money  given 
by  a  fSftther,  without  covenant,  without  agreement,  not  at  any  defi- 
nite time,  of  various  amounts,  sometimes  amounting  to  £200,  some- 
times more  or  sometimes  less,  given  to  a  curate  to  aid  him  in  his 
maintenance,  are  advancements  by  way  of  portion  or  provision 
within  the  statute.  I  have  always  understood  that  an  advance- 
ment by  way  of  portion  is  something  given  by  the  parent  to  estab- 
lish the  child  in  life,  or  to  make  what  is  called  a  provision  for 
him — ^not  a  mere  casual  payment  of  this  kind.  You  may  make 
the  provision  by  way  of  marriage  portion  on  the  marriage  of  the 
child.  You  may  make  it  on  putting  him  into  a  profession  or  busi- 

(1)  6th  Ed.  vol.  ii  p.  1388.  (4)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  305. 

(2)  Fitz-Gibb.  284.  (5)  3  P.  Wma,  317,  n. 

(3)  2  P.  Wms.  436.  (6)  Uw  Sep.  18  Eq.  458. 
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H.  B.  ness  in  a  variety  of  ways :  you  may  pay  for  a  oommissioDy  yoa  may 
1875  bny  him  the  goodwill  of  a  basiness  and  give  him  Btock-in-trade ; 
Tatlob  ^U  these  things  I  anderstand,  to  be  portions  or  proyisions.  Again, 
-  ^*  if  in  the  absence  of  evidence  you  find  a  father  giving  a  large  sum 
—  to  a  child  in  one  payment,  there  is  a  presumption  that  that  is  in- 
tended to  start  him  in  life  or  make  a  provision  for  him ;  but  if  a  small 
sum  is  so  given  you  may  require  evidence  to  shew  the  purpose. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  these  words  "  by  portion  "  are  to  be  disre- 
garded, nor  is  the  word  ''  advancement "  to  be  disregarded.  It  is 
not  eyery  payment  made  to  a  child  which  is  to  be  regarded  as  an 
advancement,  or  advancement  by  way  of  portion.  In  every  case  to 
which  I  have  been  referred  there  has  either  been  a  settlement  itself, 
or  the  purpose  for  which  the  payment  was  made  has  been  shewn 
to  be  that  which  every  one  would  recognise  as  being  for  establish- 
ing the  child  or  making  a  provision  for  the  child.  In  Edwards  v. 
Freeman  (1)  the  Lord  Ghancellor  says  that  the  payment  is  to  be  a 
provision  for  the  child.  [His  Honour  then  read  the  judgment] 
Not  every  payment  is  a  provision  for  the  child ;  and  I  think  that 
Yice-Ohancellor  Wood  referred  to  that  when  he  said,  in  Boyd  v. 
Boyd  (2),  that  the  sum  must  be  paid  for  a  particular  purpose ;  by 
which  I  understand  him  to  mean  a  special  purpose  with  a  view  to 
the  establishment  of  the  child  in  life.  I  can  also  remember  that 
was  the  view  always  taken  in  cases  (some  of  which  I  have  argued) 
arising  under  the  custom  of  London.  Nobody  thought  of  taking 
an  account  of  small  sums  which  a  father  had  given  to  his  children, 
whether  they  were  under  age  or  over  age.  I  shall,  in  dealing  with 
this,  disallow  as  advancements  by  portion  all  these  items. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bogers,  then  contended  that  the  items 
numbered  2  to  8  were  all  advancements  to  the  Plaintiff;  and* 
they  relied  on  the  judgment  in  Boyd  v.  Boyd. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B.,  said  that  nothing  could  be  more  pro- 
ductive of  misery  in  families  than  if  he  were  to  hold  that  every 
member  of  the  family  must  account  strictly  for  every  sum  received 
from  a  parent.  According  to  his  view,  nothing  was  an  adyance- 
ment  unless  it  were  given  on  marriage,  or  to  establish  the  child 

(1)  2  P.  Wms.  436.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  306. 


upon  the  further  conaidQration  of  the  cause,  the  question  arose 
whether  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  the  set-off  claimed  by  the 
answer. 

By  a  settlement,  dated  the  25th  of  November,  1864,  the  Plaintiff 
assigned  certain  property  to  three  trustees,  of  whom  the  Defendant 
was  one,  npon  trusts  for  the  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  debts,  and 
subject  thereto  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff's  family.  The 
Plaintiff  alleged  that  the  sums  in  respect  of  which  the  set-off  was 
claimed  were  advanced  out  of  the  trust  property,  and  not  out  of 
the  Defendant's  own  moneys,  and  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  did 
not  find  distinctly  whether  the  Plaintiff's  contention  was  or  was 
not  in  accordance  with  fact. 

Mr.  BofferSy  for  the  Defendant,  submitted  that  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  the  set-off  claimed,  and  that  an  inquiry  ought  to 
be  directed  what  part  of  the  sums  advanced  by  the  Defendant 


V. 

Tatlor. 
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in  lifa  Prima  fame^  an  advancement  must  be  made  in  early  life ;  AL  B. 
bnt  any  sum  given  by  way  of  making  a  permanlbnt  provision  for  the  1875 
child  would  come  within  the  term  establishing  in  life.  The  entry  tatlob 
money  at  the  Middle  Temple  was  clearly  for  the  establishment 
of  the  child,  and  must  be  accounted  for ;  but  the  payment  to  the 
special  pleader  appeared  to  be  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  payment 
for  preliminary  education,  and  need  not  be  accounted  for.  The 
price  of  the  commission  and  the  outfit  was  an  advancement  on 
entering  the  army,  and  must  be  accounted  for,  but  not  the  price 
of  the  outfit  for  India  or  the  passage  money,  neither  of  which 
were  payments  for  the  Plaintiff's  establishment  in  life.  Again, 
the  sums  paid  for  debts  in  India  appeared  to  be  in  the  nature  of 
temporary  assistance ;  thus,  if  a  child  were  in  business  and  required 
farther  capital,  a  sum  given  for  that  purpose  would  be  an  advance- 
ment ;  bat  a  sum  given  merely  to  assist  him  temporarily  would 
not.  The  sum  given  to  pay  the  debts  in  India  therefore  need  not 
be  accounted  for.  On  the  other  hand,  the  payments  in  respect  of 
the  mining  operations  in  Wales  appeared  to  have  been  made  for 
starting  the  Plaintiff  in  business,  and  ought  to  be  accounted  for. 
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H.  B.       on  the^Plaintifl's  behalf  were  so  advanced  out  of  the  Defendant's 
1875       own  moneys. 

Tatlob 

TAnoB.  ^'*  Southgaie,  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  Odwald^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended 
""^  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  any  set-off.  First,  the 
debt  due  from  the  Plaintiff,  being  due  to  the  Defendant  in  his 
own  right,  could  not  be  set  off  against  a  debt  due  from  the  De» 
fendant  as  administrator.  Whitaker  v.  Bush  (1) ;  MidcBelon  r. 
PoUoek  (2).  Secondly,  the  question  of  setK>ff  was  ripe  for  decision 
at  the  hearing ;  the  decree  was  silent  on  the  subject,  and  conse* 
quently  there  could  not  now  be  any  set-off. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R. : — 

The  Plaintiff  claims  against  the  Defendant,  who  is  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  father  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  a  sum  of  money 
on  account  of  his,  the  Plaintiff's,  share  of  the  residue  of  the  father's 
estate.  The  Defendant  says :  **  I  have  lent  you  large  sums  of 
money,  exceeding  the  amount  due  to  you  in  respect  of  the  residue, 
which  sums  have  been  lent  or  advanced  to  you  out  of  my  own 
moneys,  and  are  wholly  unpaid.  You  have  come  into  equity  for  a 
personal  equitable  debt  due  from  me  to  you.  I  ask  to  set  off  a 
personal  legal  debt  due  from  you  to  me."  It  seems  to  me  to  be 
clear,  on  every  principle  of  equity,  on  every  principle  of  common 
sense  and  common  justice,  and  on  every  principle  derived  by 
analogy  from  the  Statute  of  Setoff ^  or  otherwise,  that  the  De- 
fendant, if  he  proves  the  facts,  is  entitled  to  the  set-off  claimed, 
and  I  intend  to  allow  it.  It  has  been  said  that  I  am  precluded 
from  so  doing  by  the  form  of  the  decree ;  but  I  do  not  think  I  am. 
The  decree  has  a  special  inquiry  as  to  what  is  due  from  the  De- 
fendant in  respect  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  that  is,  in  respect  of  the 
share  of  the  residue.  The  share  is  not  due  from  him  if  he  is 
entitled  to  claim  a  set-off  in  this  suit,  and  therefore  the  decree  is 
not  in  his  way,  especially  considering  he  did  claim  the  set-off  by 
his  answer.  I  do  not  think,  however,  the  certificate  is  as  clear  as 
it  might  be  that  these  sums  were  so  advanced.    It  was  very  &irly 

(1)  Amb.  407.  (2)  Ante,  p.  29. 
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sad  candidly  admitted,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that  it  is  am-  M.  B. 
biguons,  and  therefore  the  matter  must  be  sent  back  for  further  1875 
inquiry.  Tatlob     , 

I  have  decided  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  sum  of  money,     ta^ob. 

und  interest  added  to  it,  from  the  Defendant.    That  sum  of  money        

should  be  put  in  the  decree ;  and  there  will  be  a  declaration  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be  repaid  the  sum  of  money  so  ascer- 
tained, and  interest  at  4  per  cent,  from  a  given  day,  being  the 
expiration  of  twelve  months  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  On 
the  other  hand,  I  shall  refer  it  to  Chambers  to  take  an  account  of 
what  is  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  for  principal  and 
interest  in  respect  of  advances  or  loans  made  by  the  Defendant 
to  the  Plaintiff  out  of  his  own  moneys.  I  restrict  it  to  that, 
because  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  the  trusts  of  the  voluntary 
settlement.  I  shall  declare  that  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  set 
off  the  snms  which  shall  so  be  found  due  against  the  demand  of 
the  Plaintiff,  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  sum  found  due  exceeds 
the  demand  of  the  Plaintiff,  then  I  dismiss  the  bill  without  costs. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  shall  appear  that  it  is  less  than  the 
demand  of  the  Plaintiff  for  principal  and  interest,  then  I  order  the 
Defendant,  within  one  month  after  the  certificate,  to  pay  the  sum 
which  shall  be  certified  to  be  due  upon  the  balance,  with  interest 
to  the  day  of  payment ;  with  liberty  to  apply  as  to  the  costs  of 
Ihe  suit. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  W.  Moon  ;  Messrs.  Prior ^  Bigg^  Churchy  &  Adams. 
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M.  B.  In  re  UNIVERSAL  DISINFECTOR  COMPANY. 

,2yi         Windinff^up — Company — Proceedings  hy  Creditor — Winding-up  Order — Leave 
May  8.  to  unie  Execution— Companies  Act^  1862  (25  <fe  26  Vict.  c.  89),  ss.  87, 163. 

A  company  against  which  a  writ  had  been  issued  nnder  the  Bills  of 
Exchange  Act  obtained  leave  to  defend  the  action  upon  affidavit  made  by 
their  secretary  containing  statements  to  the  effect  that  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
action  was  a  holder  of  a  stolen  bill,  and  had  not  given  value  for  it ;  and 
that  to  his  (the  secretary's)  knowledge  the  company  was  perfectly  solvent. 
After  the  Plaintiff  had  been  interrogated  in  the  action,  the  defence  was 
abandoned  and  judgment  signed ;  but  before  the  Plaintiff  issued  executiou 
he  received  notice  that  the  company  had  presented  a  winding-up  petition. 
An  order  having  been  made  on  the  petition,  the  judgment  creditor  applied 
for  leave  to  issue  execution,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  unfairly  delayed 
in  proteouting  his  action : — 

Held^  that  the  case  was  not  one  in  which  leave  ought  to  be  given« 

Whether  leave  ought  to  be  given  in  any  case  where  execution  has  not  been 
issued  previously  to  the  winding-up  order,  qumre. 

The  Companies  Act,  1862,  ss.  87, 163,  commented  on. 

v/N  the  18th  of  February  Messrs.  Bode,  Young,  &  Co.,  the 
holders  of  an  unpaid  bill  of  exchange  for  £500,  accepted  by  the 
Universal  Disinfedor  Company,  Limited,  issued  a  writ  under  the 
Bills  of  Exchange  Ad  against  the  company.  On  the  26th  of 
February  the  secretary  of  the  company  made  an  affidavit  in  the 
action  to  the  effect  that  he  believed  the  bill  of  exchange  had 
been  stolen  and  had  found  its  way  into  the  hands  of  Messrs. 
Young,  Dale,  £  Co.,  without  any  consideration,  and  that  to  his 
knowledge  the  company  was  perfectly  solvent ;  and  upon  thi» 
affidavit  the  company,  on  the  27th  of  February,  obtained  leave  to 
defend  the  action.  On  the  9th  of  March  the  declaration  was 
delivered.  On  the  19th  of  March  tlie  company  obtained  leave  to 
administer  interrogatories  in  the  action.  On  the  23rd  of  March 
the  company  pleaded.  Interrogatories  were  administered  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  and  in  answer  the  Plaintiffs  deposed  that 
they  gave  full  value  for  the  bill.  On  the  6th  of  April  the  Plain- 
tiff joined  issue  on  the  pleas.  On  the  8th  of  April  terms  of 
settlement  were  proposed  by  the  company's  solicitor,  but  as  these 
were  not  satisfactory  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  action,  on  the  14th 
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of  April  the  action  was  set  down  for  trial.     On  the  15th  of  April       M.  H. 
the  company  agreed  to  pay  £200  and  the  costs  of  the  actions  at        1875 
once,  and  the  balance  by  monthly  instalments,  the  Plaintiffs  to        j„  ^ 
sim  jndfifment  at  once,  bnt  not  to  issue  execution  until  default  was  ^i^^^kr«al 
made.    Default  was  made  in  payment  of  the  £200  and  costs,  and    Gompant. 
the  Plaintiffs  in  the  action  threatened  to  issue  execution ;  but  on 
the  27th  of  April  notice  was  given  to  them  that  a  petition  to  wind 
up  the  company  had  been  presented  by  the  company.    The  Plain- 
tifls  thereupon  applied  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  give  short  notice 
of  motion,  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  issue  and  put  in  exe- 
cution a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  against  the  goods  of  the  company  for  the 
amount  of  the'  judgment  debt,  interest,  and  costs ;  and  leave  was 
given  to  bring  on  the  motion  immediately  after  the  winding-up 
petition  had  been  heard.     An  order  to  wind  up  the  company 
having  this  day  been  made,  the  motion  was  brought  on. 

Mr.  E.  CuUeVy  for  the  motion : — 

This  application  is  made  under  the  87th  section  of  the  Com- 
panies  Act. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — That  section  only  applies  after 
a  winding-up  order  has  been  made;  when  you  gave  notice  of 
motion  no  order  had  been  made ;  you  might  have  issued  executiou, 
and  it  would  have  been  for  the  company  to  apply  to  restrain  you 
under  sect  85.] 

The  execution  would  still  have  been  void  under  sect.  163 ;  and, 
at  all  events,  I  am  now  entitled  to  ask  for  leave.  The  case  falls 
within  the  principles  laid  down  in  In  re  Great  Ship  Company  (1) ; 
In  re  London  Cotton  Company  (2). 

[The  Masteb  op  the  Eolls  : — In  both  those  cases  execution 
had  been  issued  before  the  winding-up  order  was  made.  Has 
leave  been  ever  given  where  execution  had  not  been  issued  before 
the  winding-up  order  ?] 

I  know  of  none ;  but  the  principle  which  is  laid  down  in  the 
cases  cited  is  that  leave  ought  to  be  given  where  there  have  been 
unfair  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  debtor.     Here  the  com- 

(1)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  63.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  53. 
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M.  B.      pany's  secretary  obtained  leave  to  defend  an  action  on  two  alle- 

1875        gations:  first,  that  the  creditors  gave  no  value  for  the  bills,  a 

i^0       defence  which  was  afterwards  abandoned ;  and,  secondly,  that  the 

DifwiSroR  company  was  perfectly  solvent,  which  turns  out  to  be  untrue.    The 

Company,    creditors  have  been  unfairly  delayed  by  these  allegations  on  the 

part  of  the  company,  and  ought  to  have  leave  to  issue  execution. 

[He  also  referred  to  In  re  Imperial  Steam  and  Household  Cod 
Company  (1).] 

Mr.  ChUty^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H,  J.  Hunter,  for  the  company,  were 
not  called  upon. 

Sib  G.  Jbssel,  M.R. : — 

I  understand  it  to  have  been  decided  that,  with  the  leave  of 
the  Court,  under  sect.  87  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  a  creditor 
may  issue  execution  against  a  company  which  has  been  ordered 
to  be  wound  up,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  provided  by  sect.  163 
that  where  any  company  is  being  wound  up  by  the  Court,  or 
subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  Court,  any  attachment,  seques- 
tration, distress,  or  execution  put  in  force  against  the  estate  or 
effects  of  the  company  after  the  commencement  of  the  winding- 
up  shall  be  void  to  all  intents.  If  it  were  not  for  the  decisions, 
it  would  be  very  difficult  to  arrive  at  that  conclusion.  There  is 
no  inconsistency  in  saying  (as  is  said  in  sect.  87)  that  you  shall 
not  commence  or  proceed  with  any  suit,  action,  or  other  *' pro- 
ceeding "  (it  is  true  that  that  is  a  wide  term),  without  the  leave  of 
the  Court,  and  saying  (as  is  said  in  sect.  163)  that  certain  results 
of  suits,  actions,  and  proceedings  shall  be  void.  It  appears  to  me 
that  it  would  have  been  quite  reasonable  to  hold  that  a  suit, 
action,  or  other  proceeding  may  be  commenced  or  proceeded  with 
although  the  judgment  recovered  in  such  a  suit,  action,  or  pro- 
ceeding cannot  be  enforced.  Tou  may  allow  the  suit,  action,  or 
proceeding  to  go  on  in  order  to  ascertain  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
but  at  the  same  time  you  may  say  that  the  rights,  when  ascer- 
tained, are  not  to  be  enforced  by  execution,  but  only  under  the  wind- 
ing-up.   There  is  another  reason  which  applies  more  particularly 

(1)  16  W.  B.  689. 
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to  suits  in  equity.    There  are  many  suits  to  which  a  company  is       M.  B. 
a  necessary  party  in  which  you  do  not  want  to  enforce  any  rights        1875 
against  the  company.    You  want  to  ascertain  your  rights  and       j^ 
enforce  them  against  others.     It  appears  to  me  that  it  would  be  ^^^^ 
quite  possible  to  read  the  two  sections  together  without  any  incon-    Company. 
sistency.     The  words  in  sect.  87  are  negative :  they  say  that  no 
suit,  action,  or  proceeding  is  to  be  commenced  or  proceeded  with 
except  with  the  leave  of  the  Court ;  but  they,  do  not  say  that  if 
a  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  is  so  commenced  or  proceeded  with, 
the  result  shall  be  that  the  judgment  may  be  enforced  as  if  there 
were  no  winding-up.    However,  it  has  been  decided  that  under 
sect.  87  tlie  Court  has  a  discretion  to  allow  ^  proceedings  "  against 
the  comj>any  to  go  on,  and  that  the  term  *'  proceedings  "  includes 
proceeding  to  enforce  judgment. 

The  next  question  is,  to  what  class  of  cases  does  that  apply  ?  I 
fear  that  I  must  leave  it  to  the  same  tribunal,  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
which  has  said  that  the  section  does  apply,  to  say  when  it  applies. 
I  am  at  a  loss  to  say  in  what  cases  a  person  who  has  not  issued 
execution  before  a  winding-up  order  is  made  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  issue  execution  afterwards ;  and  so  far  as  I  can  discover,  there 
is  no  case  in  which  such  leave  has  been  given.  In  the  case  of  In 
re  Lundy  OranUe  Company  (1)  Lord  Justice  James  says :  '*  The 
sole  object  of  the  Act  was  to  make  an  equitable  provision  in  the 
nature  of  a  bankruptcy  for  the  distribution  of  the  effects  of  the 
company  amongst  the  persons  entitled,  but  not  to  alter  any  other 
rights  which  they  might  acquire  during  the  winding-up."  If  that 
be  so,  why  is  a  judgment  creditor  to  get  any  advantage  in  a  wind- 
ing-up which  he  could  not  get  in  bankruptcy  ?  In  bankruptcy  no 
preference  or  priority  is  given  to  a  judgment  creditor. 

It  is  said  that  the  company  has  deceived  the  judgment  creditor, 
so  that  he  has  been  prevented  from  getting  judgment  so  quickly 
as  he  ought.  But  the  winding-up  is  not  for  the  benefit  of  any 
particular  creditor,  but  of  the  creditors  in  general,  and  the  argu- 
ment proves  too  much ;  for  i^  as  is  alleged,  the  company  was 
really  insolvent  when  the  creditor  commenced  his  action,  it  would 
have  been  the  duty  of  the  company  to  present  a  winding-up 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  462,  466. 
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M.  B.  petition  at  an  earlier  period.  It  has  never  been  laid  down  that 
1875  because  a  bankrupt  kept  a  creditor  at  defiance  and  prevented  him 
jn  re       tTom  putting  his  judgment  in  force,  that  entitled  the  creditor  to 

dxT^'Tk  Parity- 

(Company.  Without  saying,  then,  that  there  is  no  case  in  which  the  Court 
will  allow  a  creditor  to  issue  execution  after  the  winding-up  order 
has  been  made,  I  think  that  the  reasons  suggested  in  the  present 
case  are  insufficient,  and  that  the  motion  must  be  refused. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  /.  Scott ;  Messrs.  Raven  (t  Curtis. 


M.  B. 

1875 
Jdareh  18. 


BAKER  V.  WHITE. 

[1876    B.    46.] 
Will — Mixed  Devite  of  Freeholds  and  Copyholds — Legal  or  Equitable  EstcUe. 

Devise  of  freeholds  and  copyholds  to  A,  and  B.,  to  hold  the  same  to  A, 
and  B.y  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  during 
the  life  of  J»  to  receive  the  rents  thereof  and  pay  the  same  to  J.  for  life, 
or  otherwise  to  permit  J,  to  receive  them ;  followed  by  a  devise,  after  J.'t 
decease,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  his  body.  The  testator  appointed  A,y  B., 
and  J,  executors  of  his  will,  and  declared  that  the  receipts  of  his  said  trustees 
and  executors  for  any  money  payable  under  the  will  should  be  a  sufficient 
discharge  to  any  person  paying  the  same : — 

Held,  that  J.  took  a  legal  estate  tail  in  the  freeholds,  and  an  equitable 
estate  for  life  in  the  copyholds. 

Baker  v.  Parson  (1)  dissented  from. 

Bouston  v.  Eughes  (2)  commented  on. 

Demurrer. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  James  BaJcer^  who  claimed  to 
be  devisee  under  his  father's  will  of  certain  freehold  and  copy- 
hold hereditaments  thereby  devised,  for  the  specific  performance 
by  the  Defendant  of  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  the  said 
hereditaments. 

Edward  James  Baker,  by  his  will,  dated  the  22nd  of  August, 
1844,  after  devising  his  copyhold  estate  at  MdershoU  to  his  son 


(1)  42  L.  J.  (Ch.)  228. 


(2)  6  B.  &  0.  403. 
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James  Bakery  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  his  freehold  land  at  BLB. 
Milton  to  James  OoldsmUh,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  continued  as  1875 
follows : —  Bakkb 

'*  I  devise  to  Bichard  Henry  Baker  and  George  John  Parson  all  WHrnt 
my  manors,  m  essuages,  and  hereditaments  not  hereinbefore  devised, 
both  freehold  and  copyhold,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  B.  JET. 
BaJcer  and  G.  J.  Parson,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  according  to  the  value  and  tenure  thereof  respectively, 
upon  trust,  during  the  life  of  my  son  James  BaJcer,  to  receive  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  pay  the  same  unto  my  son 
James  Baker  and  his  assigns,  or  otherwise  to  permit  him  or  them  to 
receive  the  same ;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  son 
James  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  to  the  sole  use  and 
behoof  of  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten.  And  in  case  my 
said  son  James  shall  die  without  leaving  any  issue  of  his  body  law- 
fully begotten,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto 
my  daughter  Elizabeth  Goldsmith,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever." 
And  the  testator  nominated  the  said  B.  H.  Baker,  G.  J.  Parson, 
and  James  Baker,  executors  of  his  will.  And  the  testator  declared 
that  the  receipt  and  receipts  of  his  said  trustees  and  executors 
for  any  money  payable  to  them  by  virtue  of  his  said  will  should 
effectually  discharge  any  person  or  persons  paying  the  same  from 
being  answerable  for  the  misapplication  or  non-application  thereof. 

The  testator  died  in  1844,  and  by  a  disentailing  assurance  dated 
the  21st  of  March,  1845,  the  Plaintiff,  the  said  James  Baker, 
granted  all  the  freehold  estates  comprised  in  the  said  residuary 
devise  to  Bichard  Eohnes,  discharged  from  all  estates  tail  to  the 
use  of  the  Plaintiff  in  fee. 

At  a  customary  court  of  the  manor,  of  which  part  of  the  copy- 
holds devised  by  the  will  were  holdeu,  the  Plaintiff  was  admitted 
tenant  of  the  said  copyholds  (including  the  copyholds  comprised 
in  the  agreement  for  sale  referred  to  in  the  bill)  to  hold  the  same 
to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  heirs  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor 
for  such  estate  as  he  was  entitled  to  under  the  will ;  and  at  the 
same  court  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  barring  all  estates  tail 
and  remainders  over,  surrendered  the  same  into  the  hands  of  the 
lord  to  fhe  use  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  heirs,  and  the  Plaintiff  was 
admitted  tenant  of  the  same  accordingly. 
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M.  K.  By  an  agreement  in  writing  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 

1875  dated  the  12th  of  December,  1874,  it  was  agreed  that  the  Piaiutiff 

bIkkb  should  sell  and  the  Defendant  should  purchase  the  freehold  and 

_^*  copyhold  hereditaments  therein  mentioned,  which  were  included 

nHITE.  *•'  •  1         A 

in  and  passed  under  the  said  devise,  as  to  the  freeholds  for  an 

estate  in  fee  simple,  and  as  to  the  copyholds  in  fee,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  for  the  sum  of  £400. 

The  Defendant  declined  to  carry  out  the  agreement  upon  the 
ground  that  the  Plaintiff  was  unable  to  make  a  good  title,  inas- 
much as  he  took  an  equitable  life  estate  only  in  the  said  here- 
ditaments. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  was,  whether,  under 
the  will,  the  Plaintiff  took  a  legal  estate  tail  in  the  freeholds  and 
'  copyholds,  or  either  of  them,  or  only  an  equitable  life  interest. 

Mr.  C.  Walker  (Mr.  Chitty,  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the  Defendant^ 
in  support  of  the  demurrer : — 

The  Plaintiff  was  only  entitled  under  the  will  to  an  equitable 
estate  for  life  in  the  freeholds  and  the  copyholds. 

The  will  in  question  has  already  been  twice  the  subject  of  judi- 
cial decision,  as  it  came  before  Lord  BomiUy  in  the  case  of  Baker 
y.  Parson  (1),  where  it  was  contended  that,  though  if  it  had  been 
a  devise  of  freeholds  alone  the  Plaintiff  would  have  been  legal 
tenant  in  tail,  yet  as  freeholds  and  copyholds  were  included  in  one 
devise,  and  the  Statute  of  Uses  could  not  apply  to  copyholds,  the 
result  was  that  the  copyhold  estato  attracted  the  legal  estate  in 
the  freeholds.     In  support  of  this  argument  the  case  of  Houston  v. 
Hughes  (2)  was  cited,  and  Lord  BomiUy  held  that  the  trustees 
took  a  legal  estate  both  in  the  freeholds  and  copyholds  for  the 
life  of  the  Plaintiff  in  trust  for  him,  with  a  legal  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body.    This  will  also  appears  to  have  been  before  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  regarded  the  freehold  property  in  Doe 
V,  Winchester  (3) ;  and  a  contention  there  raised,  that  the  legal 
estate  was  in  the  trustees,  was  overruled  on  the  authority  of  Doe 
V.  Biggs  (4). 

(1)  42  L.  J.  (Ck)  228.  (3)  15  L.  T.  (O.S.)  68. 

(2)  6  B.  &  C,  403.  (4)  2  Taunt.  109. 
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We  contend,  however,  that  the  decision  of  Lord  Bomilly  governs       M.  R. 
this  case.  1875 

The  devise  in  question  is  a  mixed  devise  of  freeholds  and  copy-      Baker 
holda     In  Cursham  v.  Newland  (1),  where  there  was  a  devise  of      ^yj^^E. 

freeholds,  copyholds,  and  leaseholds  to  trustees  and  their  heirs       

upon  trust  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  nephews  for  their  lives,  with 
remainders  to  the  use  of  their  children,  the  trustees  were  held  to 
take  the  legal  estate  in  the  freeholds  as  well  as  in  the  copyholds. 

The  way  in  which  a  mixed  devise  has  been  dealt*  with  is  illus* 
trated  by  the  case  of  Houston  v.  Hughes  (2),  where  it  was  con- 
sidered that,  under  a  devise  of  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  to  A. 
and  his  heirs  in  trust  for  B.  and  his  heirs,  the  circumstance  that 
A.  took  the  legal  estate  in  the  copyholds  was  an  argument  in 
favour  of  his  taking  the  legal  estate  in  the  freeholds.  In  Hawkins 
on  Wills  (3),  where  Houston  v.  Hughes  is  cited,  the  principle  of 
construction  is  stated  thus :  '^  If  copyhold  lands  (which  are  not 
>vithin  the  Statute  of  Uses)  be  devised  to  A,  and  his  heirs  in  trust 
for  B.  and  his  heirs,  A.  takes  the  legal  estate." 

In  this  will  it  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  give 
the  legal  estate  in  all  the  devised  lands  to  the  trustees.  This 
appears  from  the  direction  that  the  trustees  should  receive  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits,  and  pay  the  same  to  James  Baker  during 
his  life ;  and  from  the  receipt  clause. 

Mr.  Fiseher,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Popham,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

We  submit  that  the  legal  estate  both  in  the  freeholds  and  the 
copyholds  devolved  upon  the  Plaintiff.  The  doctrine  of  attraction 
contended  for  on  the  other  side,  on  the  authority  of  Houston  v. 
EugheSj  cannot  be  supported. 

The  operation  of  sect.  3  of  the  Wills  Act  in  respect  to  a  devise  of 
copyholds  was  considered  in  the  case  of  Beg,  v.  Garland  (4).  There 
is  nothing  in  the  form  of  the  devise  or  in  the  purposes  of  the  will 
which  requires  the  legal  estate  to  be  in  the  trustees.  And  we  con- 
tend the  vendor  can  make  a  good  title  to  all  the  estate,  both  free- 
hold and  copyhold,  and  that  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled. 

(1)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  64.  (3)  Page  145. 

(2)  6  B.  &  C.  403.  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  269. 
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MLB.  [They  referred  to  Doe  v.  Nichdh  (1);  WcUson  v.  Pearson  (2); 

1875       Blagrave  v.  Blagrave  (3).] 


V.  Mr,  FFaZicr,  in  reply. 


White. 


[Mr.  Ohitty  cited  Stevenson  v.  Mayor  of  Liverpool  (4).] 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M Jl.  :— 

I  shoald  not  have  felt  either  doubt  or  difficulty  about  deciding 
the  case  were  it  not  for  the  decision  of  my  predecessor,  Lord 
BomiUyy  in  the  office  I  have  the  honour  to  hold,  in  Baker  v. 
Parson  (5),  a  case  on  this  very  will. 

In  accordance  with  the  practice  which  I  consider  to  be  binding 
on  every  Judge  of  primary  jurisdiction,  I  should  have  deferred 
to  that  authority  without  argument,  had  there  been  no  other 
decision  on  the  subject  of  this  same  will  by  a  Court  of  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction.  But,  considering  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  in  Doe  v.  Winchester  (6),  and  the  decision  of  Lord 
BomiUy  in  Baker  v.  Parson  on  the  same  will,  which  I  have  now 
before  me,  cannot  by  any  possibility  stand  together,  I  think  I  am 
at  liberty  to  say  that  I  am  not  conclusively  bound  by  the  decision 
in  Baker  v.  Parson,  especially  considering  that  that  decision  was 
so  recent  as  the  year  1872,  and  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  was  not  cited  to  Lord  BomiUy.  I  consider  my- 
self, then,  free  to  decide  the  question  as  if  no  decision  in  Baker 
V.  Parson  had  been  made ;  not  that  I  am  to  disregard  it,  but  that 
I  am  entitled,  if  I  think  fit,  to  decide  otherwise. 

The  real  questions  upon  this  will  are  two :  First,  what  estate 
did  the  trustees  take  in  the  freeholds  ?  and  then,  what  estate  did 
they  take  in  the  copyholds  ?  The  subject  of  the  contract  for  sale, 
of  which  specific  performance  is  being  sought,  comprising  both 
freeholds  and  copyholds,  and  the  demurrer  being  put  in  on  the 
ground  that  a  good  title  cannot  be  made  to  the  estate,  of  course 
if  the  demurrer  is  well  founded,  either  as  to  the  freeholds  or  as  to 
the  copyholds,  effect  must  be  given  to  it  by  allowing  it 

(1)  1  B.  &  C.  336.  (4)  Law  Bep.  10  Q.  B.  81. 

(2)  2  Ex.  581.  (6)  42  L.  J.  (Ch.)  228. 

(3)  4  Ibid.  660.  (6)  15  L.  T  (O.S.)  68. 
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What,  then,  is  the  rule  as  to  freeholds?    From  the  time  of       M. B. 
Lord  Baymond  it  has  been  settled  that  a  gift  to  trustees  in  tmst       1875 
to  permit  a  man  to  take  the  rents  during  his  life  does  not  give  the      bakbb 
legal  estate  to  the  trustees  without  more.    It  has  been  treated  as      ^^^ 

analogous  to  an  executed  use,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  Statute       

of  Uses  directly  applies  to  wills,  because  that  statute  was  passed 
before  the  Statute  of  Devises,  but  upon  this  ground,  that  the  will 
shewed  an  intention  that  the  same  rules  which  the  Statute  of  Uses 
made  applicable  to  settlements  of  real  estate  should  be  applied  to 
the  gifts  or  devises  by  will.  It  was,  therefore,  an  index  of  inten- 
tion and  nothing  more.  On  that  same  principle,  when  a  man  gave 
real  estate  to  the  use  of  A.  upon  trust  for  £.,  it  was  held  that  A. 
took  the  legal  estate,  the  language  of  conveyancers  in  settlements 
to  which  the  Statute  of  Uses  applies  being  so  used  in  the  will  as  to 
amount  to  an  expression  of  intention  that  the  same  mode  of  con- 
struction should  be  adopted.  Beyond  that  the  Statute  of  Uses  had 
no  direct  bearing. 

That  being  so,  the  question  arose  in  comparatively  modem  times 
upon  a  gift  of  this  kind :  It  being  admitted  that  where  land  is 
given  to  a  trustee  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  over  to  anybody,  the 
trustee  must  take  the  legal  estate,  because  otherwise  he  could  not 
pay  at  all,  as  he  could  not  receive  the  rents,  what  was  to  happen 
where  the  testator  made  a  gift  in  this  form — "  I  give  to  A.  B.  upon 
trust  to  pay  to  or  permit  C.  D,  to  receive  the  rents  "  ?  Of  course 
that  was  open  to  two  constructions.  It  might  have  been  said  that 
the  power  to  receive  shewed  such  an  intention  to  vest  the  legal 
estate  in  the  trustee  that  you  must  give  effect  to  it,  or  it  might 
have  been  said  that  the  two  directions  were  contradictory,  and  that 
the  latter  direction  in  the  will  contradicted  the  former,  and  must 
be  followed.  If  there  never  had  been  a  decision  fixing  the  law 
upon  the  subject,  it  is  not  impossible  that  I  might  have  thought 
the  former  line  of  argument  entitled  to  the  greater  weight ;  but 
there  is  an  old  decision,  which  has  always  been  recognised  as  good 
law — Doe  v.  Biggs  (1),  which  has  decided  that  under  a  will  so 
framed  the  legal  estate  passes,  not  to  the  trustee,  but  to  the  person 
who  takes  the  life  interest    I  consider  that  that  is  settled  beyond 

(I)  2  Taunt.  109. 


V, 

White. 
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M.  B.       qaestion.    The  case  has  not  only  got  into  the  text-books,  but  has 
1875       been  constantly  recognised  and  acted  upon ;  and  it  is  quite  too 
Bav^r      l^te  ^^  discuss  the  propriety  of  the  decision. 

That  being  so,  I  have  to  consider  a  gift  which,  so  far  as  the 
terms  of  it  are  concerned,  is  exceedingly  similar  to  the  case  of 
Doe  V.  Biffffs  (1).  The  gift  here  is  a  gift  of  the  land  to  the 
trustees  by  name,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  trustees  by  name, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  ''upon  trust, 
during  the  life  of  my  said  son  James  Baker,  to  receive  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  to  pay  the  same  unto  my  said  son 
James  Baker  and  his  assigns  during  his  life,  or  otherwise  to  per- 
mit him  or  them  to  receive  the  same."  Except  that  the  words  are 
"  on  trust  to  receive  and  pay,"  instead  of  "  on  trust  to  pay,"  the 
case  is  absolutely  undistinguishable  from  Doe  v.  Biggs  ;  but,  inas- 
much as  the  ratio  decidendi  in  Doe  v.  Biggs  was  that  the  latter 
direction  in  a  will  being  inconsistent  with  the  former  must  be 
followed,  the  trnst ''  to  receive  and  pay  "  is  as  much  antagonistic, 
according  to  that  view,  to  the  trust  to  permit  to  receive  as  the 
trust  to  pay  is  antagonistic  to  the  trust  to  permit  to  receive ; 
consequently,  if  Doe  v.  Biggs  is  to  be  a  governing  case  on  the 
subject*  which  I  take  it  to  be,  this  case  is  absolutely  undistin- 
guishable from  it :  and  if  there  is  nothing  more  in  the  will,  it  is 
plain,  I  take  it,  on  the  authority  of  that  case,  that  the  legal  estate 
during  the  life  of  James  Baker  is  in  Jamss  Baker, 

But  then  it  is  said  that  there  is  a  receipt  clause.  It  is  true  that 
there  is  a  receipt  clause  in  the  will,  which  declares  that  the  receipts 
of  the  trustees  and  executors  shall  be  good  discharges,  and  it  is 
quite  true  that  the  same  persons,  that  is,  all  the  same  persons,  are 
not  both  trustees  and  executors.  It  is  said  that  that  shews  an 
intention  that  they  shall  receive.  I  think  the  argument  is  not 
without  weight  Certainly  the  clause  would  be  very  absurd  if  the 
trustees  could  receive  nothing,  and  if  I  were  to  hold  that  the 
trustees  could  receive  nothing,  I  should  find  great  difficulty  in 
saying  that  I  was  entitled  to  disregard  that  clause ;  but,  inasmuch 
as  I  can  give  efiect  to  that  clause  without  entitling  the  trustees  to 
receive  the  rents  of  the  freehold  estates,  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  the  view  I  take  as  to  the  gift  of  the  freeholds  is  at  all  inoon- 

(1)  2  Taunt.  109. 
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sistent  with  the  receipt  clause ;  and  it  is  the  view  which  was  taken        ^-  B. 
by  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas.  1875 

Bat  it  was  said  in  the  case  of  BaJcer  v.  Parson  (1)  that  it  was      Bakeb 
not  a  gift  merely  of  freehold  estates — that  it  was  a  gift^  at  least,     whitb. 
of  copyhold  estates  also ;  I  say  at  least,  because  I  do  not  intend  to       — 
give  any  opinion  as  to  whether  leasehold  estates  would  or  would 
not  pass  by  this  particular  gift. 

Now,  in  that  case,  although  Lord  BomiUy  stated  his  opinion  to 
be  that  the  trustees  took  the  legal  estate  in  the  freeholds  and 
copyholds  for  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff  in  trust  for  him  with  re- 
mainder to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  although  it  is  possible  to 
suppose  he  thought  that  that  arose  from  some  other  words,  yet, 
inasmuch  as  I  cannot  find  any  reason  for  it  except  that  addressed 
to  him  in  argument,  I  am  unable  to  state  why  he  arrived  at  that 
conclusion,  unless  he  adopted  the  argument  The  argument 
certainly  was,  that  there  was  what  was  called  an  attraction,  that 
the  effect  of  combining  freeholds  and  copyholds  in  one  devise 
was  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  copyholds  attracted  the  legal 
estate  in  the  freeholds.  But  why  should  the  legal  estate  in  the 
copyholds  attract  the  legal  estate  in  the  freeholds,  in  preference 
to  the  legal  estate  in  the  freeholds  attracting  the]  legal  estate  in 
the  copyholds  ?  If  any  physical  theory  of  attraction  is  supposed 
to  govern  the  decisions  of  Courts  of  justice  on  questions  of  the 
limitations  of  real  estate  according  to  English  law,  I  suppose  it 
would  be  thought  that,  following  physical  theories,  the  weightier 
and  more  important  body  would  attract  the  smaller  and  less  im- 
portant body,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  according  to  English  law 
freeholds  are  looked  upon  as  being  better  so  far  as  tenure  is  con- 
cerned than  copyholds,  it  would  follow  that  the  freeholds  would 
attract  the  copyholds.  But  really  there  can  be  no  theory  of 
attraction  one  way  or  the  other. 

The  case  of  Houston  v.  Hughes  (2)  was  referred  to,  which  was 
said  to  warrant  that  theory  of  attraction.  However,  when  we 
come  to  look  at  that  case  we  find  that  it  was  a  case  in  which,  as  I 
understand  it,  there  were  excellent  reasons  for  giving  a  legal  fee 
to  the  trustees.  The  gift  itself  was  contained  in  a  will ;  which 
was  sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Law  by  the 
(1)  42  L.  J.  (Ch.)  228.  (2)  6  B.  &  C.  403. 


Whepe. 
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M.B.  Court  of  Chanceryy  as  was  the  practice  in  those  days.  It  began 
1875  by  a  direction  that  his  (the  testator's)  just  debts^  funeral  and 
Basmr  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  expenses  of  proving  his  said  will, 
should  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied;  followed  by  a  devise  to 
trustees  of  all  his  property,  freeholds,  copyholds,  or  leaseholds. 
According  to  my  notion  of  the  law  as  it  then  stood  and  as  it  still 
stands,  that  would  have  charged  the  debts  on  the  real  estate,  and 
you  did  not  want  any  more  (there  being  a  devise  to  the  trustees 
and  their  heirs)  to  give  them  the  fee.  There  were  other  reasons 
for  giving  them  the  fee  also.  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  says  this  (1) : 
''Upon  the  question  whether  the  trustees  take  the  legal  fee  or  not 
I  think  that  according  to  the  case  of  Doe  v.  WUlan  (2),  where 
an  estate  is  given  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  indefinitely,  the 
trustees  will  take  the  fee  if  the  purposes  of  the  trust  require  that 
they  should  have  the  absolute  property  in  them,  or  that  they 
should  take  it  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time  unless  a  contrary 
intent  is  manifested  on  the  face  of  the  will." — I  take  it  the  law 
is  now  settled  in  wider  terms  than  that — that  now  they  take  the 
fee  unless  you  can  shew  on  the  other  side  that  the  estate  i» 
distinctly  limited,  that  is  to  say,  the  onus  prohandi  is  the  other 
way — *'  Now,  in  this  case,  the  freehold  property  being  mixed  with 
property  in  which  the  trustees  must  have  the  whole  interest,  is 
a  circumstance  which  may  assist  the  Court  in  determining  whether 
the  trustees  take  the  whole  fee  or  less  than  the  fee" — I  cannot 
understand  that  statement.  Was  it  ever  said  that  under  the 
old  law  that  gave  them  a  fee  without  words  of  limitation  ? — "  In 
this  instance  they  must  take  an  absolute  interest  both  in  the 
copyholds  and  in  the  leaseholds  for  years;  and  if  they  do  not 
take  an  absolute  interest  in  the  freeholds  of  inheritance  and  the 
freeholds  for  life,  the  consequence  would  be  that  the  one  would 
be  separated  entirely  from  the  other,  which  would  be  directly  con- 
trary to  the  intention  of  the  testator."  But  the  learned  Judge 
does  not  seem  to  have  noticed  that  if  they  remained  together  so 
long  as  the  trusts  of  the  will  required  it,  there  was  no  reason 
why  they  should  not  separate  afterwards ;  and  that  was  the  whole 
question.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  case  is  not  an  authority  for 
the  principle  of  attraction,  and  that  the  ground  I  have  stated 
(1)  6  B.  &  0.  421.  (2)  2  B.  &  A.  84. 
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would  have  been  sufficient  to  support  the  decision,  although  it       ^j^^ 
could  perhaps  haye  been  well  supported  on  other  grounds.  ig75 

That  is  the  only  authority.    But  is  there  any  doubt  or  question      J^"^ 
that  you  can  give  freeholds,  copyholds,  and  leaseholds  together,         v. 

and  that  the  persons  who  take  them  need  not  take  the  same        

estate  in  all  ?  I  cannot  understand  [why  there  should  be  any 
doubt  on  the  subject,  or  why  there  should  be  any  notion  that  they 
must  perforce  take  the  same  estate. 

Now  I  come  to  treat  of  the  gift  of  copyholds.  The  gift  of 
copyholds  standing  alone  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  as  free  from 
difficulty  as  the  gift  of  freeholds  standing  alone.  I  pass  from  the 
consideration  of  their  going  together.  I  say  that  it  ought  not,  in 
my  opinion,  to  affect  the  construction.  The  gift  of  copyholds  to 
A.  upon  trust  for  B.  gives  a  legal  estate  in  the  copyholds  to  A.^ 
and  the  reason  of  it  is  this,  that  you  have  no  aid  from  the  analogy 
of  the  Statute  of  Uses  ;  the  testator  cannot  intend  to  tell  you  it  is  to 
be  settled  according  to  the  Statute  of  Uses,  because  the  Statute  of 
Uses  never  did  apply  to  copyholds.  So  that  you  lose  the  reason 
for  construing  this  will  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

If  that  is  so,  the  next  question  arises :  Is  there  any  tray  of 
limiting  the  estate  ?  Is  a  gift  to  A.  and  his  heirs  of  copyholds 
upon  trust  for  B.  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  B.  upon  trust  for  0. 
in  fee,  one  which  of  necessity  carries  a  fee  simple,  if  I  may  so  call 
it — it  is  not  a  fee  simple,  but  an  absolute  interest  in  the  copy- 
holds— ^to  the  trustee  ?  Now  that  is  a  question  which  has  been 
argued  and  decided  more  than  once.  First,  what  is  the  law 
respecting  copyholds?  The  law  with  respect  to  freeholds  is  clear, 
that  you  do  not,  under  an  indefinite  gift  to  trustees  with  a  definite 
period  for  the  existence  of  the  trust,  assume  that  a  larger  legal 
estate  was  intended  to  pass  to  the  trustees  than  was  necessary  for 
the  performance  of  the  trust  during  that  definite  period.  That  has 
frequently  been  laid  down  by  the  Courts.  I  will  read  what  was 
said  in  Watson  v.  Pearson  (1) :  "  It  is  certainly  true  that  where  the 
purposes  of  the  trust  upon  which  the  estate  is  devised  to  trustees 
are  such  as  not  to  require  a  fee  in  them,  as,  for  instance,  where  the 
trust  is  to  pay  annuities,  or  to  pay  overrents  and  profits  to  a  party 
for  life,  there,  if  subject  to  the  specified  trusts  the  estate  is  given 

(1)  2  Ex.  593. 


V. 

Whitb. 
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M.  B.  over,  the  parties  taking  under  sach  devise  over  have  been  held  to 
1875  take  legal  estates :  the  estate  given  to  the  trustees  (even  when  given 
Baxkr  ^^^^  words  of  inheritance)  having  been  in  such  cases  taken  to 
have  been  meant  to  be  co-extensive  only  with  the  trust  to  be  per- 
formed." Now  there  one  of  the  two  illustrations  given  is  a  gift 
to  one  for  life  as  being  an  instance  of  a  simple  definite  trust  with  a 
gift  over. 

I  may  say  that  that  doctrine  is  expressly  recognised  and 
affirmed  in  Baron  Parke's  judgment  in  the  case  of  Blagrave  v. 
Blagrave  (1).  So  that,  in  a  simple  gift  of  freeholds  to  A,  and  his 
heirs  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  B,  for  life,  with  a  gift  over  on 
the  death  of  B.  in  remainder  simply  to  C.  and  his  heirs,  (7.  takes 
the  legal  estate  after  the  death  of  B,  That  I  take  to  be  clear 
and  settled  law.  But  this  also  has  been  decided :  that  if,  instead 
of  a  simple  remainder,  the  testator  begins  again  and  gives  the  pro- 
perty in  this  way,  *  I  give  Blachacre  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  heirs, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  C.  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  C. 
1  give  and  devise  Blackaere  to  D, ;'  there,  it  being  what  is  called 
a  new  devise,  it  has  been  held  to  be  equally  clear — it  cannot  be 
more  clear  or  better  established — that  the  devisee  takes  the  legal 
estate ;  it  being  the  beginning  of  a  new  devise,  the  estate  of  the 
trustees,  although  not  in  terms  limited  to  the  life  of  the  first 
beneficial  owner,  is  read  as  if  it  were  so  limited. 

That  is  the  law  as  to  freehold  estates.  Then  what  is  the  law  as 
to  leasehold  estates?  Upon  that  a  modem  case,  no  doubt,  but 
a  very  good  authority,  Stevenson  v.  Mayor  of  Liverpool  (2)  has 
been  cited.  There  there  was  a  gift  in  tliis  way:  a  gift  which 
the  Court  held  to  be  a  gift  for  life  to  a  lady,  and  that  the 
executors  during  her  life  took  the  legal  estate,  the  gift  being 
indefinite.  It  was  given  in  this  wise :  "  Subject  to  my  debts,  I  be- 
queath to  my  wife  the  clear  rentals  of  my  two  (leasehold)  houses 
for  her  life,  to  be  paid  to  her  every  month,  and  after  her  decease  1 
leave  (one  of  them)  to  my  son  R, ;  and  I  direct  that  the  rents  shall 
be  received  and  the  property  be  under  the  management  of  my 
executors.  After  jB.'8  decease "  (that  is,  the  son),  "  I  direct  his 
share  of  the  property  be  equally  divided  between  his  children ; 
but,  should  he  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  I  direct  the 
(1)  4  Ex.  650.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Q.  B.  81. 
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fiame  to  be  eqnally  divided  among  the  sarviving  chUdren  of  my       m.  b. 
daaghter."    Then  he  appointed  executors,  and  the  executors  proved        1575 
the  will.     It  was  held,  that  although  there  was  no  direct  bequest,      babjeb 
the  executors  took  the  legal  estate  in  the  house  as  trustees,  but     _  ^' 

only  to  the  extent  of  the  trust,  and  that  after  the  death  of  B.  the        

legal  estate  became  vested  in  the  surviving  children,  that  is,  it 
was  held  that  the  extent  of  the  trust  was  marked  out  by  a  definite 
limited  interest,  and  that  the  moment  there  was  absolute  interest, 
the  same  as  in  freeholds,  trustees  were  not  wanted  any  longer, 
because  the  absolute  owners  might  fietirly  take  care  of  their  own 
property.  Consequently,  I  take  it  the  law  as  to  leaseholds  is 
exactly  the  same  as  to  freeholds. 

Now,  what  is  the  law  as  to  copyholds  ?    On  that  point  there  is 
a  most  distinct  authority,  if  any  authority  is  wanted*    In  Doe  v. 
Barthrop  (1)  the  point  occurred.    In  that  case  there  was  a  gift  of 
copyholds  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  in  trust  to  permit  a  lady, 
who  was  not  married,  though  that  is  not  material,  to  receive  the 
rents  or  to  pay  the  same  to  her  during  her  life,  and  they  were  to 
be  free  from  the  debts  of  the  husband,  if  she  should  marry,  and 
after  her  death  in  such  manner  as  she  should   appoint,  and 
•in  default  of  appointment  to  her  right  heirs.    The  question  was, 
whether,  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  she  having  used  the 
second  class  of  words,  "  1  devise  the  premises  unto  such  person," 
the  appointee  under  the  lady's  will  took  the  legal  estate  in 
the  copyholds.    The  Judges  decided  that  the  appointee  did  take 
<the  legal  estate,  for  the  reason  that  there  had  been  a  gift  to 
tmstees  and  their  heirs  indefinite  in  terms,  not  required  for  any 
purpose  after  the  life  of  the  lady,  because  she  could  then  ap- 
point absolutely  or  her  heirs  would  take,  and  there  was  no  neces- 
sity for  the  continuance  of  the  trust  after  her  death.    The  terms 
of  the  trust  were  indefinite  to  them  and  their  heirs,  but  it  was 
held  that  the  trust  was  confined  by  the  words  "  during  her  life." 
It  is  exactly  the  same  rule  in  principle  both  as  regards  freehold 
and  leasehold  estates.    So  that,  as  regards  the  three  descriptions  of 
estates,  where  there  is  an  indefinite  devise  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs  upon  trust  to  pay  or  allow  somebody  to  receive  the  rents 
daring  life,  followed  either  by  a  simple  remainder  to  another 

(1)  5  Taunt  382. 
Vol.  XX.  N  2 
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M.  B,      person  in  fee  simple,  or  in  fee  tail,  or  as  another  person  shall  ap- 

1875       point,  bnt  giving  an  absolute  interest ;  or  followed  by  a  new  devise 

Bakeb      to  &  person  in  fee  simple  or  fee  tail,  or  giving  an  absolute  interest, 

— ^in  either  of  those  cases  the  estate  of  the  trustees  by  implication 

is  to  be  limited  to  the  life  of  the  person  who  takes  the  first  life 

interest. 

Now,  applying  that  to  this  case,  we  find  the  exact  case  so  &r 
in  Doe  v.  Barthrop  (1) — ^taking  away  the  separate  use,  which  is'im- 
material,  for  the  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  tenant  for  life  is  a 
man  or  a  woman — ^here  we  find  the  estate  is  to  be  held  during  the 
life  of  the  son  by  the  trustees  who  are  to  pay  or  permit  him  io 
receive  the  rents,  which,  being  a  copyhold,'mu8t  give  them  the  legal 
estate  at  all  events — ^*  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said 
son  JameSy  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  "  (a  new  devise)  '^to  tLe 
sole  use  and  behoof  of  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten/' 
which  is  a  fee  tail  The  result,  therefore,  is,  that  according  to 
what  I  understand  to  be  the  settled  law  on  the  subject,  there  is 
an  estate  in  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  the 
son  in  the  copyholds,  and  after  his  death  the  legal  estate  to  the 
use  of  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  and  if  that  be  so,  I  can  give  full 
effect  to  the  receipt  clause,  because  the  trustees  will  receive  the 
rents  of  the  copyholds  during  the  life  of  the  son,  and  there  i& 
no  occasion  to  reject  it  or  to  say  that  it  has  no  bearing*on  the 
construction. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  can  make  a 
good  title  to  the  freehold  estates,  but  that  he  cannot  make  a  good 
title  to  the  copyhold  estates,  and  therefore  I  allow  the  demurrer. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Newman  dk  Lyon. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Tidy,  Herbert,  dk  Tidy^ 

(1)  5  Taunt.  382. 
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In  re  COWARD  AND  ADAM'S  PURCHASE.  M.  B. 

[1875    0.    6'9.]  ^ 

EiUband  and  Wi/e-^Legaey  to  Wife  not  reduced  into  Possession — Desertion—        ^ 
Froieeiion  Order--20  A  21  Viet,  e.  85,  m.  21, 2B^Vendor  and  Purchaser 
Act,  1874  (37  &  38  Viot.  c  78),  s.  9— (7ortg. 

Where  a  married  woman,  entitled  to  a  legacy  charged  on  real  estate  which 
had  not  heen  reduced  into  pOBsession  hy  her  husband,  obtained  a  protection 
order,  in  consequence  of  her  husband's  desertion,  under  20  Ss  21  Vict,  a  85, 
8.  21 :— j 

Beld,  that  the  l^acy,  on  being  paid  to  her  after  the  date  of  the  order,  was 
property  which  then  came  to  or  devolved  upon  her  within  sects.  21  and  25  of 
the  Act,  and  that  her  receipt  was  a  good  discharge : 

Held,  also  (the  question  being  raised  by  summons  under  the  Vendor  and 
Purdiaaer  Act,  1874,  s.  9,  in  respect  to  the  title  to  the  estate  charged),  that 
the  declaration  ought  to  be  made  without  costs. 

Form  of  order. 

1  HIS  was  an  application  under  the  Vendor  and  Ptircluuer  Act, 
1874  (37  &  38  Vict.  c.  78),  s.  9.  The  vendor,  Thomas  Coward, 
was  entitled  nnder  a  devise  to  a  copyhold  estate  charged  with  a 
legacy  of  £400  to  the  testator's  daughter,  the  wife  of  James 
Leggett.  The  legacy  was  not  reduced  into  possession  by  Legged, 
but  was  retained  by  Cou)ard  till  after  the  10th  of  March,  1874^ 
when  Mrs.  Leggett^  having  been  deserted  by  her  husband,  obtained 
a  protection  order  under  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  21,  whereupon 
Coward  paid  the  legacy  to  Mrs.  Leggett  on  her  receipt 

Coward  had  contracted  with  /.  B.  Adams  for  the  sale  to  him  of 
the  said  devised  estate,  and  the  abstract  having  been  delivered,  a 
requisition  was  made  by  the  intending  purchaser  as  to  the  proper 
discharge  of  the  estate  from  the  payment  of  the  legacy. 

The  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  vendor  in  respect  of  the 
purchaser's  requisition,  and  the  question  was  whether  Mrs.  LeggetFs 
receipt  was  a  valid  discharge  so  as  to  give  a  good  title  to  the 
purchaser. 

Mr.  Righg,  for  the  vendor : — 

The  receipt  given  by  Mrs.  Leggett  was  a  sufiScient  discharge 

for  the  legacy  charged  on  the  devised  estate.    This  legacy  had 

N2  2 
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M.  R.      not  been  reduced  into  possession  by  the  husband,  nor  paid  to  him. 
Ig75       I  submit,  therefore,  that  after  she  had  obtained  the  protection 
^T^       order,  it  was  property  that  came  to  or  devolved  upon  her  within 
Coward  AND  ^he  meaning  of  the  Act  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  86. 

Adam's  ° 

Pi  BCHASE.  By  sect.  21  of  the  Act  a  wife  deserted  by  her  husband  may 
""^  apply  to  a  magistrate  for  an  order  "  to  protect  any  property  she 
may  become  possessed  of  after  such  desertion,"  and  it  is  provided 
that  she  shall  be  in  the  like  position  with  regard  to  property  as 
she  would  be  under  that  Act  if  she  had  obtained  a  decree  of  judi- 
cial separation.  By  sect.  25  it  is  provided  that  in  the  case  of 
judicial  separation  she  shall,  ^  whilst  the  separation  shall  continue, 
be  considered  as  a  feme  sole  with  respect  to  any  property  which 
she  may  acquire  or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her." 

The  case  of  In  re  Insole  (1)  was  somewhat  similar  to  the  present. 
There  a  married  woman  entitled  to  a  reversionary  interest  in 
personalty  had  joined  with  her  husband  in  mortgaging  such  inte- 
rest, and  afterwards  obtained  a  decree  of  judicial  separation,  and 
,M,  d..  w„  Uring  .part  f,o„  he,  hu.W  tt.  p^pert,  «„e 
into  possession.  It  was  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  it  absolutely 
under  sect.  25  of  the  Act  before  'mentioned,  and  under  21  &  22 
Vict  c.  108,  s.  8. 

So  in  Johnson  v.  Lander  (2),  where  a  wife  had  instituted  a  suit  to 
enforce  her  equity  to  a  settlement  of  a  trust  fund,  and  while  the 
suit  was  pending  obtained  a  decree  of  judicial  separation  from 
her  husband :  there  the  Court  ordered  the  fund  to  be  paid  to  her. 

This  being  so  in  the  case  of  judicial  separation,  it  is  even  more 
clear  in  the  case  of  a  protection  order  which  extends  to  *'any 
property  she  may  become  possessed  of."  In  the  present  case, 
therefore,  the  wife's  receipt  for  the  legacy  will  be  a  sufficient 
protection  to  the  purchaser. 

« 

Mr.  C.  Broume,  for  the  purchaser,  submitted  that  it  was  too 

doubtful  whether  the  wife's  receipt  is  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the 

title  to  be  accepted  by  the  purchaser. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R. : — 
The  simple  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  a  wife  who  has 

Cl)  Law  Bep.  1  Eq.  470.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  228. 
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obtaiDed  a  protection  order  under  sect.  21  of  the  Act  20  &  21  Yict,       BL  B. 
c.  85^  can  give  a  good  receipt  for  a  legacy  payable  to  her  while  a       1875 
married  woman.    The  legacy  was  presently  payable,  but  was  not       /„  ^ 
exigible  either  by  the  husband  or  wife  during  their  joint  lives.  ^ T^J^-^^ 
The  wife  could  only  obtain  it  by  filing  a  bill  by  her  next  friend ;    Pubohase. 
the  husband  could  not  receive  it  unless  the  owner  of  the  estate 
on  which  it  was  charged  chose  to  pay  it  to  him ;  in  no  case  could 
either  obtain  payment  of  it  without  such  owner^s  consent.    There 
was,  therefore,  no  absolute  right  to  the  legacy  in  either  husband  or 
wife  before  the  desertion. 

The  protection  order,  by  sect.  21  of  the  Act,  places  the  wife  "  in 
the  like  position  in  all  respects  with  regard  to  property  as  she 
would  be  if  she  had  obtained  a  decree  of  judicial  separation,"  in 
which  case  it  is  provided  by  sect.  25  that  **  she  shall,  whilst  the 
separation  shall  continue,  be  considered  as  ^fsme  sole  with  respect 
to  property  of  every  description  which  she  may  acquire,  or  which 
may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her." 

Here  the  person  liable  to  pay  the  legacy  goes  to  the  wife  after 
the  protection  order  and  offers  to  pay  it.  He  might  have  paid  it 
to  the  husband,  but  having  thus  come  to  the  wife  and  offered  to 
pay  it  to  her  it  comes  to  her  within  the  meaning  of  the  section, 
and  that  which  never  was  hers  before  becomes  hers  when  she  is  to 
be  considered  with  respect  to  it  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.  Both 
on  the  words  of  the  section  and  in  the  true  meaning  of  the 
transaction,  this  is  property  which  she  acquires  after  the  date  of 
the  protection  order.  A  similar  point  was  decided  in  Johnson  v. 
LcMder  (1) ;  but  if  there  were  no  other  decision,  I  should  be  of 
opinion  that  she  could  give  a  good  discharge  for  her  legacy. 

The  9th  section  of  the  Act  of  1874  gives  to  the  Court  a  dis- 
cretion as  to  costs,  but  I  do  not  consider  it  is  a  case  in  which 
the  unsuccessful  party  to  the  application  should  pay  all  the  costs. 

The  proper  form  of  order  will  be,  that  the  Court  being  of 
opinion  that  Mrs.  Leggett  was  by  virtue  of  a  protection  order 
empowered  to  give  a  valid  receipt  for  the  legacy,  it  is  declared 
that  the  requisition  of  the  purchaser  is  satisfied. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  CoU^  Cole,  &  Jackson ;  Mr.  /.  JB.  Adams. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  7  Eq.  228. 
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M.  R.  BASNETT  V.  MOXON. 

^^*  [1872    B.    66.] 

Partition  Suit  —  Decree  for  Sale  —  LimitcUion  to  Heirs  of  Living  Person-^ 
«  Unham  Peraon^'^PartUion  Act,  1868  (31  &  32  Vict.  c.  40),  8.  l-^Trustee 
Act,  1850  (13  A  14  Vict.  c.  60),  «.  30. 

Under  a  will  an  undivided  share  of  real  estate  stood  limited  in  remainder 
after  certain  life  estates  and  estates  tail  to  the  right  heirs  of  A  In  a  parti- 
tion suit  to  which  A.  was  a  party,  a  decree  for  sale  was  made  under  the 
Partition  Act,  1868  :-— 

Held,  that  the  interests  of  the  persons  or  person  who  on  the  death  of  A, 
would  become  the  right  heirs  or  right  heir  of  A.  were  bound  in  equity  by 
the  decree : — 

JSdd,  also,  that  such  persons  were  **  unborn  "  persons  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  s.  30. 

XHIS  was  a  suit  for  partition  or  sale  under  the  Parttiian  Ad, 
1868,  of  certain  real  estate.  A  decree  for  sale  had  been  made,  and 
the  property  had  been  sold  thereunder. 

By  the  will  of  Wiaiam  Bamett,  dated  the  14th  of  April,  1834, 
the  property  in  question  was  devised  to  Daniel  Bamett,  Samuel 
Basnett,  and  James  Basnett,  in  equal  undivided  shares,  during 
their  respective  lives,  with  remainder  as  to  one  moiety  to  James 
William  Basnett  (son  of  James  Basnett  for  life),  with  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  James  William  Basnett  successively  in 
tail,  with  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  James  William  Basnett  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  right 
heirs  of  James  Basnett ;  and  as  io  the  other  moiety  in  manner 
therein  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  in  August,  1835. 

James  Basnett  and  James  William  Basnett  were  both  living ;  the 
latter  was  a  bachelor. 

At  the  death  of  the  testator  the  estate  was  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage, which  was  Bfterwards  paid  off;  and  upon  such  payment 
being  made  the  mortgagee  re-conveyed  the  estate  to  Thomas 
Heaton  (a  Defendant  to  this  suit),  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the 
uses  of  the  testator^s  will 

A  summons  was  taken  out  by  one  of  the  purchasers  under  the 
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decree  asking,  amongst  other  things,  that  it  might  be  declared  that       M.  B. 
the  interests  of  the  person  or  persons  who  upon  the  death  of  James       1875 

Bamtett  woald  be  and  become  his  right  heir  or  right  heirs  were  BAaNvxT 

interests   of  persons  who  upon  coming  into  existence  would  be  ^^o^r 

trustees  within  the  meaning  of  the  Trudee  Ad,  1850.  

This  summons  was  adjourned  into  Courts  and  now  came  on  to 
be  heard. 

Mr.  Chitty,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Whitehead,  for  the  summons : — 

James  £amett  is  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  estate  for  life,  and 
there  is  an  ultimate  remainder  as  to  one-half  to  his  own  right  heirs* 
Consequently  he  has,  under  the  rule  in  Shelley  8  Case,  an  ultimate  re- 
mainder in  fee  in  one-third  of  the  estate ;  but  his  right  heirs  will 
take  an  estate  in  fee  in  one-sixth  of  the  estate  (being  the  difference 
between  one-half  and  one-third),  as  purchasera  The  question  is 
whether  the  interests  of  the  right  heirs  of  James  Basnett  in  this 
one-sixth  are  bound  in  equity  by  the  decree,  and  if  so,  whether  the 
Court  can  declare  such  interests  to  be  the  interests  of  persons  who 
upon  coming  into  existence  would  be  trustees  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  s.  30. 

First :  It  is  established  by  numerous  authorities,  of  which  OaskeU 
T.  OaskeU  (1)  is  one,  that  the  interests  of  persons  who  are  not  in 
existence  or  unascertained  are  bound  by  a  decree  for  partition. 
Under  the  Partition  Act,  1868,  the  Court  may  make  a  decree  for 
sale  in  all  cases  where  it  can  make  a  decree  for  partition.  Conse- 
quently the  interests  of  the  right  heirs  of  James  Basnett  are  bound 
by  the  decree. 

Secondly :  The  right  heirs  of  James  Basnett  are  *'  unborn  persons  " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Trtistee  Aet,  1850,  s.  30,  which  (by 
sect  7  of  the  Partition  Ad,  1868),  applies  to  sales  in  partition 
suits.  It  was  clearly  the  object  of  the  Legislature  to  enable  the 
Court  to  deal  with  the  legal  estates  of  all  persons  bound  by  the 
decree.  The  words  **  unborn  person  "  are  used  in  the  Trustee  Ad 
iu  the  sense  of "  person  not  in  existence :"  see  sect.  16  of  the 
Trustee  Ad.  A  like  interpretation  has  been  placed  upon  similar 
words  in  the  Leases  a/nd  Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Ad,  1856: 
BdoUy  ▼.  Carter  (2). 

(1)  6  Sim.  643.     ^  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  230. 
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H.  K.  Mr.  BadnaU  (Mr.  Southffote,  Q.C.,  with  him),  soggested  that  at 

1875  present  the  legal  estate  was  in  Thomas  Heaian,  who  might  be 

Bassett  ordered  by  the  Court  to  convey  it,  so  as  to  defeat  the  title  of  the 

Moxos  ^®™  ^^  James  BasneiU 

Mr.  Ince^  for  the  Defendants. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  only  fair  to  construe  the  30th  section 
of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850^  in  such  a  manner  as  to  provide  for  the 
case  which  I  have  to  deal  with  here.  First  of  all,  independently 
of  that  section,  it  is  quite  plain,  and  settled  by  authority,  that 
wherever  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  make  a  decree  for  sale  the 
decree  for  sale  binds  in  equity  the  interests  of  all  persons  not  in 
existence,  and  who  cannot  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,  whether 
they  are  not  in  existence  because  they  are  not  actually  living  (and 
of  course  cannot  be  made  parties),  or  not  in  existence  because  it  is 
uncertain  who  may  become  entitled,  and  that  even  although  it 
may  be  certain  that  some  living  person  will  ultimately  become 
entitled.  In  all  those  cases  the  decree  of  the  Court  is  never 
allowed  to  be  interfered  with  by  any  of  the  persons  afterwards 
coming  into  existence,  either  by  being  bom  or  by  acquiring  the 
character  entitling  them  to  an  interest.  If  any  other  rule  were 
adopted,  the  arm  of  the  Court  would  be  paralysed.  Therefore,  if 
this  Trustee  Act  of  1850  had  never  been  passed,  and  the  Partition 
Act  only  had  been  passed,  yet  when  it  is  conceded  that  you  have 
before  the  Court  every  living  person  who  could  be  properly  made  a 
party,  the  decree  for  sale  is  a  good  decree,  and  binds  the  interest 
of  everybody  else,  whether  unborn  or  already  bom  (in  the  sense  of 
living),  but  not  sustaining  the  character  of  the  person  taking  the- 
property.    In  all  such  cases  the  decree  binds  the  equity. 

The  next  question  is,  does  it  bind  the  legal  estate,  or  have  I  the 
power  to  bind  the  legal  estate  ?  Now  what  was  the  object  of  the 
Legislature  in  passing  the  7th  section  of  the  Partition  Ad,  1868? 
The  object  could  not  have  been  to  bind  the  equities,  because  they 
were  bound  already ;  the  only  object  was  to  transfer  the  legal* 
estate.  Then  the  real  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  the  word 
^  unborn,"  as  used  in  the  30th  section  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850^ 
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means  **  non-existent " — that  is,  non-existent  in  the  character  to  M.  B. 
entitle  a  person  to  the  property  in  question.  I  think  that  is  the  iS75 
proper  reading  of  the  term.  The  object  was  to  enable  the  Court  baskktst 
to  conyey  a  future  legal  estate  devolving  upon  a  person  who  could  *• 
not  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  In  a  sense^  the  right  heirs  of  a  — 
living  person  are  unborn  persons.  In  a  sense,  the  future  heir-at- 
law  of  a  living  person,  although  he  may  be  a  living  man,  is  not  a 
li?ing  heir.  As  heir — ^that  is  to  say  strictly  in  the  character  of 
heir — ^he  comes  into  existence  at  a  future  period.  Again,  the  word 
**  person  "  does  not  necessarily  mean  a  man  at  alL  It  applies  by 
the  interpretation  clause  to  a  corporation.  I  think  the  word 
''unborn"  may  be  interpreted  fairly  and  properly,  looking  at  the 
intention  and  fair  spirit  of  the  Act,  to  mean  any  person  so  far  not 
in  existence  as  that  he  could  not  be  properly  made  a  party  to  the 
suit,  and  the  latter  words  of  the  section  help  that  view.  The 
section  enables  the  Court  to  make  such  order  as  it  '^  might  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  make  concerning  the  estates,  rights,  and 
interests  of  trustees  bom  or  unborn."  In  strictness,  there  is  no 
SQch  thing  as  an  "  unborn  trustee ;"  it  is  not  easy  to  put  a  meaning 
on  the  words,  but  whatever  may  be  meant,  I  think  it  is  clear  that 
the  word  '^  unborn  "  is  not  here  used  in  the  popular  sense.  Seeing, 
then,  that  the  word  is  used  in  the  later  part  of  the  section  not  in 
the  popular  sense,  I  think  I  am  warranted  in  saying  that  the  case 
comes  within  the  Act ;  and  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  revert  to  the 
curious  learning  which  has  been  referred  to,  as  to  the  estate  of 
a  grantee  to  uses  and  so  forth. 

There  will  be  a  declaration  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
summons,  and  it  will  be  well  also  to  declare  that  all  the  parties 
to  the  suit  are  trustees,  so  as  to  bind  the  legal  estate  in  that  way 
also. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  T.  White  it  Sons;  Mr.  H.  Tyrrdl;  Mr.  E. 
DoyU. 
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M.  K.  In  re  MAOLEAY. 

1875 


May  4. 


[1875    M.    75.] 

Will — Bestraint  on  Mienation — Devise  on  Condition  never  to  sdl  out  of  FamHtf 
-^Vendor  and  Purcha8er^TiUe--25  &  26  Yict  c.  53,  «.  6. 

Devise  "  to  my  brother  J,  on  the  condition  that  he  never  selk  out  of  the 
family,"  followed  by  gifts  to  other  relatives : — 

Hdd^  that  the  condition  was  valid : 

Beld^  also  (on  an  application  under  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  53,  &  6),  that  J. 
could  not  give  a  marketable  title  to  a  purchaser  who  was  a  stranger  to  the 
family. 

Attwater  v.  Attivater  (I)  distinguished. 

X  HIS  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  an  intending  purchaser  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  a  question  as  to  the  vendor's  title 
under  the  Transfer  of  Land  Act  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  53),  s.  6. 

Margarette  Mayers,  by  her  will,  after  a  gift  to  her  brother  Henrtf 
on  condition  that  he  settled  it  on  his  wife  and  children,  and  the 
gift  of  a  like  sum  to  his  sisters,  made  the  following  devise : — 

''  I  give  to  my  dear  brother  John  the  whole  of  the  property 
given  to  me  by  my  dear  aunt  Clara  Perkins,  consisting  of  the 
manor  of  BUtchmgley^  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  the  PendeU 
Court  Mansion,  with  the  land  belonging  to  it,  on  the  condition 
that  he  never  sells  it  out  of  the  family." 

The  testatrix  then  gave  legacies  to  her  nephews  and  nieces 
named  in  the  will,  and  after  a  legacy  to  a  servant,  gave  the 
residue  of  her  estate  and  effects  to  her  *^  dear  brothers  ^  and  '^  dear 
sisters." 

John  Perkins  Mayers,  the  devisee  imder  the  will,  contracted  with 
Sir  Oeorge  Madeay  for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  property  comprised 
in  the  devise,  vnith  a  proviso  that  the  intending  purchaser  should 
be  at  liberty  to  apply  for  registration  of  the  hereditaments  in 
the  Office  of  Land  Registry,  and  that  in  the  event  of  its  being 
found  impossible  to  obtain  such  registration,  the  contract  should 
be  void. 

(1)  18  Beav.  330. 
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In  the  course  of  the  inyestigation  of  the  title  a  doubt  arose       M.  R. 
whether  a  marketable  title  could  be  made  to  the  property,  having        1875 
regard  to  the  condition  annexed  to  the  devise  to  the  vendor  **  that       i^ 
he  never  sells  it  out  of  the  family ;"  and  the  following  question     Macleay. 
was  submitted  to  the  Court  by  the  Begistrar  under  sect.  6  of  the 
Transfer  of  Land  Act :  **  Whether,  having  regard  to  the  sale  by  the 
vendor,  the  title  is  such  as  a  Court  of  Equity  would  hold  to  be  a 
valid  marketable  title  within  the  meaning  of  the  5th  section  of 
the  Act.** 

Mr.  Fischer^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Nalder^  for  Sir  O.  Madeay,  submitted 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  condition  to  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

They  cited  Co.  Litt.  (1);  Attwater  v.  Aitwater  (2);  Ware  v. 
Cann  (3) ;  ChurchtU  v.  Marks  (4) ;  Oravenor  v.  Wathins  (5) ; 
BlackioeU  v.  Bull  (6). 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R : — 

The  question  I  have  to  decide  is,  whether  a  condition  in  a  will 
containing  these  terms  is  valid  in  law: — ^'I  give  to  my  dear 
brother  John  the  whole  of  the  property  given  to  me  by  my  late 
dear  aunt  Clara  Perkins,  consisting  of  the  manor  of  Bletchinffley, 
in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  the  PendeU  Court  Ma/nsion,  with  the 
land  belonging  to  it,  on  the  condition  that  he  never  sells  it  out  of 
the  femily."  Then  the  testatrix  gives  certain  property  to  nephews 
•and  nieces,  naming  them,  and  other  property  to  her  ^*  dear  bro- 
thers "  and  '^  dear  sisters,"  who  are  evidently  treated  by  her  as 
members  of  her  family.  I  have  no  doubt  the  family  in  question 
means  her  blood  relations.  Looking  at  the  will,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  there  is  a  condition  annexed  to  the  gift  in  fee,  and  that,  under 
the  word  **  property,"  the  vendor  will  get  the  fee  of  the  freehold 
manor  in  question,  and  mansion-house  and  lands,  on  the  condition 
that  he  never  sells  it  away  from  his  blood  relations. 

First  of  all,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the.  condition,  good  or  bad, 
IS  confined  within  legal  limits;   it  is  applicable  merely  to  the 

(1)  Page  223  a.  (4)  1  Coll.  441. 

(2)  18  Beav.  830.  (5)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  500. 

(3)  10  B.  &  0.  433.  (6)  1  Keen,  176. 
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M.  B.      devisee  himself,  and  therefore  is  not  void  on  any  ground  of  remote- 

1875        ness.    It  has  been  suggested,  however,  that  it  is  void  as  being 

In  re       repugnant  to  the  quality  of  the  estate,  that  is  to  say,  that  you  can- 

Maclkay.    j^q^  restrict  the  right  of  an  owner  in  fee  of  alienating  in  any  way  in 

which  he  may  think  fit.    If  that  were  the  law,  the  condition  would 

be  plainly  void.     But,  with  the  exception  of  one  authority,  a  case 

decided  by  my  immediate  predecessor,  I  am  not  aware  that  the  law 

has  ever  been  laid  down  in  that  way. 

The  law  on  the  subject  is  very  old,  and  I  do  not  think  it  can  be 
better  stated  than  it  is  in  Coke  upon  Littleton,  in  ShepparcCs  Touch- 
stone, and  other  books  of  that  kind,  which  treat  it  in  the  same 
way.  Littleton  says  (1) :  "  If  a  feoffment  be  made  upon  this  con- 
dition, that  the  feoffee  shall  not  alien  the  land  to  any,  this  con- 
dition is  void,  because  when  a  man  is  enfeoffed  of  lands  or 
tenements  he  hath  power  to  alien  them  to  any  person  by  the  law. 
For  if  such  a  condition  should  be  good,  then  the  condition  should 
oust  him  of  all  the  power  which  the  law  gives  him,  which  should 
be  against  reason,  and  therefore  such  a  condition  is  void."  Then 
he  says  (2) :  ^  But  if  the  condition  be  such  that  the  feoffee  shall 
not  alien  to  such  a  one,  naming  his  name,  or  to  any  of  his  heirs 
or  of  the  issues  of  such  a  one,  or  the  like,  which  conditions  do  not 
take  away  all  power  of  alienation  from  the  feoffee,  then  such  con- 
dition is  good."  So  that,  according  to  Littleton,  the  test  is,  does  it 
take  away  all  power  of  alienation  ?  I  think  it  is  fair  to  make  one 
remark,  which  is  made  in  the  case  of  Mutchamp  v.  Blud  (3),  dted 
in  Jarman  on  Wills  (4),  and  adopted  by  Lord  BomiUy  in  the 
case  I  am  going  to  refer  to,  of  Attwater  v.  Attwater  (5) — ^that  it 
must  not,  in  fact,  take  away  all  power,  because,  if  you  say  that  he 
shall  not  alien  except  to  A.  B^  who  you  know  will  not  or  cannot 
purchase,  that  would  be  in  effect  restraining  him  from  all  aliena- 
tion, and,  as  is  very  well  said  in  many  cases,  and  is  said  in  a  passage 
in  Coke  to  which  I  am  about  to  refer,  you  cannot  do  that  indirectly 
which  you  can  do  directly.  I  had  occasion  to  refer,  in  the  case  of 
Jacobs  V.  Brett  (6),  to  a  practice  which  was  said  to  prevail  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  where  I  said  it  never  could  have  been 

(1)  Page  222  a.  (4)  3rd  Ed.  voL  iL  p.  17. 

(2)  Page  223  a.  (5)  18  Beav.  880. 

(3)  Bridgm.  137.  (6)  Ante^  pp.  1, 9. 
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oonddered  by  that  Court  as  being  intended  as  the  infringement  of      M.  B. 
so  salutary  a  rule.    The  condition,  therefore,  whatever  it  may  be        1875 
must  not  really  take  away  all  power,  either  by  express  words  or  by       j„  ^^ 
the  indirect  eflTect  of  the  frame  of  the  condition.   That  is  the  eflfect    Maolkat. 
of  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  lAtUeton.    Then  Coke  says  (1) :  ^'  If  a 
feoffment  in  fee  be  made  upon  condition  that  the  feoffee  shall  not 
infeoff  «r.  8.  or  any  of  his  heirs,  or  issues,  &c.,  this  is  good,  for  he 
doth  not  restrain  the  feoffee  of  all  his  power :  the  reason  here 
3^elded  by  our  author  is  worthy  of  observation.    And  in  this  case, 
if  the  feoffee  infeoff  /•  N.  of  intent  and  purpose  that  he  shall 
infeoff  Jl  8.,  some  hold  that  this  is  a  breach  of  the  condition,  for 
quando  aliquid  prohihetur  fieri,  ex  direeto  prohibetur  et  per  dbli- 
^vm."    That  was  Coke* 8  notion;  and  I  hope  it  has  not  altogether 
departed  from  our  Courts.  Then  he  says :  ''  If  a  feoffment  be  made 
upon  condition  that  the  feoffee  shall  not  alien  in  mortmain,  this 
is  good,  because  such  alienation  is  prohibited  by  law,  and  regu- 
larly whatsoever  is  prohibited  by  the  law  may  be  prohibited  by 
condition,  be  it  malum  prohibiium  or  malum  in  86,"  and  there  he 
stops. 

So  that,  according  to  the  old  books,  Shepparffs  Touchstone  being 
to  tlie  same  effect,  the  test  is  whether  the  condition  takes  away 
the  whole  power  of  alienation  substantially :  it  is  a  question  of 
substance,  and  not  of  mere  form. 

Now,  you  may  restrict  alienation  in  many  ways.  You  may 
restrict  alienation  by  prohibiting  a  particular  class  of  alienation, 
or  yon  may  restrict  alienation  by  prohibiting  it  to  a  particular  class 
of  individuals,  or  you  may  restrict  alienation  by  restricting  it  to 
a  particular  time.  In  all  those  ways  you  may  limit  it,  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  in  two  ways,  at  all  events,  this  condition  is 
limited.  First,  it  is  limited  as  to  the  mode  of  alienation,  because 
the  only  prohibition  is  against  selling.  There  are  various  modes 
of  alienation  besides  sale ;  a  person  may  lease,  or  he  may  mort- 
gage, or  he  may  settle ;  therefore  it  is  a  mere  limited  restriction 
on  alienation  in  that  way.  Then,  again,  it  is  limited  as  regards 
class ;  he  is  never  to  sell  it  out  of  the  family,  but  he  may  sell  it 
to  any  one  member  of  the  family.  It  is  not,  therefore,  limited  in 
the  sense  of  there  being  only  one  person  to  buy ;  the  will'shews 

(1)  Page  228  b. 
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H.  b;      there  were  a  great  many  members  of  the  family  when  she  made 

1875        her  will;  a  great  many  are  named  in  it;  therefore  you  have  a 

j^  ^       class  which  probably  was  large,  and  was  certainly  not  smalL    Then 

Maolkat.    if^  ig  uQt,  strictly  speaking,  limited  as  to  time,  except  in  this  way, 

that  it  is  limited  to  the  life  of  the  first  tenant  in  tail ;  of  course, 

if  unlimited  as  to  time,  it  would  be  void  for  remoteness  under 

another  rule.    So  that  this  is  strictly  a  limited  restraint  on  aliena* 

tion,  and  unless  Coke  upon  Littleton  has  been  overruled  or  is  not 

good  law,  this  is  a  good  condition. 

It  is  said  that  the  very  point  occurred  in  Doe  v.  Pearson  (1) 
and  Attwaler  v.  Attwaier  (2),  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  point 
did  occur  in  both  those  cases.  In  Doe  v.  Fearson  the  gift  was  a 
gift  in  fee  upon  this  special  proviso  and  condition,  '^  that  in  case 
my  said  daughters  Awn  and  Smynah  OoUett^  or  either  of  them, 
shall  have  no  lawful  issuoy  that  then  and  in  such  case,  they  and 
she  having  no  lawful  issue  as  aforesaid  shall  have  no  power  to 
dispose  of  her  share  in  the  said  estates  so  above  given  to  them, 
except  to  her  sister  or  sisters,  or  to  their  children."  Now,  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  the  number  of  alienees  possible  in  that  case  was 
smaller  than  the  number  in  this  case:  there  it  was  limited  to 
^  her  sister  or  sisters,  or  their  children."  Here  it  is  **  &niily,*' 
which  is  a  larger  term.  In  the  next  place,  here  it  is  '^  sell  **  only, 
there  it  was  **  dispose,"  which  is  probably  the  largest  term  known 
to  the  law.  So  that  the  power  of  alienation  was  very  much  more 
restricted  in  Doe  v.  Pearson  than  it  is  in  the  case  before  me. 
But  the  full  Court  there  held,  after  a  very  long  and  elaborate 
argument.  Lord  EUenborough  giving  judgment  and  going  into  the 
authorities  very  carefully,  that  the  condition  was  good ;  and  he 
says  (3) :  '^  As  to  the  first,  we  think  the  condition  is  good ;  for, 
according  to  the  case  of  Daniel  v.  UUey  (4),  though  the  Judges  did 
not  agree  as  to  the  effect  of  a  devise,"  and  so  forth,  '^  yet  in  that 
case  it  was  not  doubted  but  that  she  might  have  had  given  her  a 
fee  simple  conditional  to  convey  it  to  any  of  the  sons  of  the 
devisor ;  and  if  she  did  not,  that  the  heir  might  enter  for  the 
condition  broken."  Now  that  is  a  stronger  case  still ;  because,  as 
Lord  EXlenborough  and  the  other  Judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench  read 

(1)  6  East,  173.  (3)  6  East,  180. 

(2)  18  Beav.  330.  (4)  Sir  W.  Jones,  137 ;  Latch,  9, 39, 134. 
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Daniel  t.  Uhlmf  (1),  all  the  Judges  agreed,  in  the  time  of  Sir  W.       M.  B. 
Jones,  that  it  was  good  to  give  a  woman  a  fee  simple  with  a  condi-        1875 
tion  to  convey  it  to  one  of  the  sons  of  the  devisor ;  that  is,  she  could       /„  ^ 
not  convey  it  to  anybody  else ;  it  was  limited.     There  Mr.  Justice    ^'^^'^^* 
Daderidge  said  (2) ''  He  conceived  she  had  the  fee,  with  condition, 
that  if  she  did  alien,  that  then  she  should  alien  to  one  of  the 
children,"  which  is  a  very  limited  class ;  and  he  finally  concluded 
by  saying  that  '^  her  estate  was  a  fee  with  a  liberty  to  alienate  it 
if  she  would,  but  with  a  condition  that  if  she  did  alienate,  then  she 
should  alienate  to  one  of  her  sons."    So  that  the  case  of  Darnel 
V.  TJUey  is  also  stronger  than  the  present     In  the  first  place, 
it  was  a  prohibition,  not  merely  against  selling,  but  against  all 
alienation ;  and  in  the  next  place,  the  class  was  limited  to  one  of 
the  sons  of  the  devisor ;   but  yet  the  Judges  gave  an  opinion 
that  it  would  be  good,  and  following  that  old  authority.  Lord 
WJefiboTOugh  and  the  Judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  Doe  v. 
Pearwn  (3),  in  the    year  1805,  held  that  the  condition  was 
valid. 

That  being  the  state  of  the  law,  the  matter  came  before  my 
predecessor,  in  AUwater  v.  AUwaler  (4),  in  the  year  1853,  which  I 
need  not  say  is  rather  a  modem  time  to  alter  the  law  of  real 
property.  The  words  there  were :  ^'  Item,  I  bequeath  to  0.  T. 
AUwater,  junior,  eldest  son  of  my  niece,  the  family  estate  at 
CharUon,  WiUshire,  to  become  his  property  on  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years,  with  an  injunction  never  to  sell  it  out  of  the 
family ;  but  if  sold  at  all,  it  must  be  to  one  of  his  brothers  here- 
after named."  There,  therefore,  was  something  more  than  not 
selling  it  out  of  the  family.  The  "  family  "  was  restricted  by  the 
following  words :  **  to  one  g[  his  brothers."  There  was  a  defini- 
tion given  of  the  family  there — it  meant  his  brothers;  but  if 
those  words  were  held  to  mean  a  condition,  upon  which  I  will 
say  a  word  presently,  then  one  would  have  thought  the  rule  of 
Doe  V.  Pearson  would  apply.  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  much 
distinction  between  ''sister  or  sisters  and  their  children"  and 
''brother  or  brothers;"  and  more  particularly,  bearing  in  mind 

(1)  Sir  W.  Jones,  137 ;  Latch,  9,  39,  134.  (3)  6  East,  173. 

(2)  Latch,  41.  (4)  18  Beav.  330. 
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M.B.      that  here  it  was  only  to  ''sell"  and  there  it  was  to  ''dispose.'' 
1875        The  case  of  Doe  v.  Pearson  (1)  and  a  great  many  others  were 
^l^       cited,  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  gave  a  judgment  in  these 
Macleay.    ^ords  (2) :  "  The  next  question  which  arises  on  this  devise  is, 
whether  the  restraint  on  alienation  be  valid  or  not.    It  is  plain,  in 
the  first  place,  that  the  true  construction  of  this  clause  cannot  be 
to  give  a  right  of  pre-emption  to  the  brothers  of  O.  T.  AttwcUery 
and  that  if  they  do  not  purchase,  the  devisee  may  claim  whenso- 
ever he  pleases.    The  meaning  is,  I  think,  plain,  that  the  testator 
intended  to  impose  this  fetter,  that  if  the  brother  will  not  buy,  the 
devisee  was  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  sell  the  property  to  any  one." 
(The  words  are  ^  to  one  of  his  brothers  ")•  "  The  question  is  whether 
such  a  condition  is  a  valid  one  ?    Notwithstanding  the  case  of 
Doe  V.  Pearson,  this  appears  to  me  to  be  a  condition  repugnant 
to  the  quality  of  the  estate  given."     He  does  not  attempt  to 
say  that  Doe  v.  Pearson  is  not  law,  but  he  says,  notwithstand- 
ing it.    Therefore,  as  I  consider,  he  means  to  distinguish  it    ''  It 
is  obvious,  that  if  the  introduction  of  one  person's  name,  as  the 
only  person  to  whom  the  property  may  be  sold,  renders  such  a 
proviso  valid,  a  restraint  on  alienation  may  be  created,  as  complete 
and  perfect  as  if  no  person  whatever  was  named ;  inasmuch  as  the 
name  of  a  person  who  alone  is  permitted  to  purchase  might  be  so 
selected,  as  to  render  it  reasonably  certain  that  he  would  not  buy 
the  property,  and  that  the  property  could  not  be  aliened  at  all." 
If  that  were  so,  I  should  altogether  agree  with  that  part  of  the 
judgment    Then  he  goes  on :  "  It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  this  is 
the  true  construction  of  the  words  used  by  the  testator ;  it  is,  in 
truth,  an  injunction  never  to  sell  the  hereditaments  devised  at  all. 
The  words  '  out  of  the  family '  are  merely  descriptive  of  the  effect 
of  the  sale,  and  not  of  the  person  to  whom  it  might  be  sold,  as  is 
shewn  by  the  two  last  clauses  of  a  similar  character,  relating  to  the 
devises  to  WtUiam  and  Edtoard  Attwaier,  which,  in  referring  to 
this  clause,  state  that  the  property  is  not  to  be  sold  out  of  the 
family,  as  before  specified.    It  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  desirable  to 
impose  fresh  fetters  on  the  enjoyment  of  property ;  and  it  appears 
to  me  that  this  proviso  is  distinctly  at  variance  with  the  rules  laid 

(1)  6  East,  173.  (2)  18  Beav.  336. 
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down  by  Lord  Coke  (I),  and  which  have  always  been  considered  M.  B. 
and  treated  as  good  law.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  1875 
clause  is  merely  inoperative/'  jn  re 

Now,  taking  that  altogether,  seeing  that  he  has  no  quarrel  with 
Doe  T.  Pearson  (2),  seeing'  that  he  takes  it  that  Cohens  asser- 
tion is  good  law,  the  key  to  that  judgment  must  be  found  in 
the  latter  obeeryations,  where  he  says :  **  It  appears  to  me,  also, 
that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  words  used  by  the  testator ; 
it  is,  in  truth,  an  injunction  neVer  to  sell  the  hereditaments  devised 
at  alL  The  words  '  out  of  the  family '  are  merely  descriptive  of 
the  effect  of  the  sale;''  and,  so  read,  it  does  not  conflict  with 
the  older  authorities  to  which  I  have  had  occasion  to  refer.  I 
must  consider  that  case,  recognising,  as  it  does,  those  older  autho- 
rities as  being  good  law,  to  have  proceeded  on  the  particular  word- 
ing of  that  will,  and  more  especially  on  the  latter  clause.  I  do  not 
say  that  the  clause  does  have  the  same  effect  on  my  mind  that  it 
had  upon  the  mind  of  my  predecessor ;  but  still  it  is  useless  to 
criticise  a  question  of  construction  when  you  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  Judge  is  intending  not  to  lay  down  a  new  rule  of 
law,  but  is  simply  construing  the  particular  instrument  before 
him. 

Therefore  I  consider  that  the  case  of  AUwaier  v.  AUwaier  (3) 
does  not  affect  the  law  of  the  case,  and  that  this  being  a  limited 
restriction  upon  alienation,  the  condition  is  good, 

SoUcitors :  Messrs.  W.  db  J.  Flower  &  Nuesey. 

(1)  Co.  Litt.  223  a.  (2)  6  East,  178. 

(8)  18  Beav.  880. 
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Bi.  B.  TUFNELL  V.  BORRBLL. 

1875  [1872    T.    139.] 


^^y  ^'  Estate  Tail — Disentailing  Assurance^Protector  of  Settlement — Tvx)  or  more 
Owners  of  prior  Estate-^Undivided  Shares — Fines  and  Becoveries  Act  (Zdb4t 
Wm.  4,  e.  74X  «.  23, 

Freeholds  stood  limited  to  A,,  B,,  C,  and  D,  jointly  for  life,  remainder  in 
fifths  to  them  and  S,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  male,  with  cross  re- 
mainders in  tail  male. 

A,y  without  the  consent  of  j?.,  C,  or  D.,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  JE*.,  who 
afterwards  died  without  issue,  executed  a  disentailing  deed  of  his  estates 
twl:— 

ffddf  that  A,  was  protector  not  merely  of  an  aliquot  share  of  the  estate, 
but  specifically  of  his  original  fifth  share,  and  also  of  the  fourth  of  ^.'5  fifth 
in  remainder  after  E,*s  estate  tail ;  and  consequently  that  the  original  fifth 
Bh&reaiA.,  and  also  his  fourth  of  E,^s  fifth  share,  were  efiectually  disentailed. 

X  HIS  was  the  further  consideiation  of  a  suit  instituted  for  par- 
tition or  sale  of  certain  real  estates  under  the  ParttHon  Act.  1868. 
An  order  for  sale  had  been  made,  the  sale  had  been  carried  into 
effect,  and  it  was  now  proposed  to  distribute  the  purchase-money 
among  the  parties  entitled. 

B.  Tufnea,  by  his  will,  dated  the  12th  of  April,  1794,  devised 
the  property  in  question,  which  wets  partly  freehold  and  partly 
copyhold,  to  his  grandson,  William  Meeke,  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  WiUiam  Meeke  in  tail  male  succes- 
sively, ^'and  in  default  of  such  issue  the  remainder  to  all  and 
every  my  grandchildren,  their  heirs  male  and  the  heirs  male  of 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them  for  ever." 

WiUtam  Meeke  died  in  1855  without  issue. 

The  testator  had  nine  grandchildren,  who,  under  the  ultimate 
limitation,  were  held  to  take  joint  estates  for  life  with  several 
estates  of  inheritance  in  tail  male,  with  cross  remainders  in  tail 
male  between  them. 

Four  of  the  grandchildren  died  previously  to  the  18th  of 
January,  1858,  without  issue,  and  without  having  barred  their 
estates  tail.  Another  of  them^  Mrs.  Borrell,  had  at  that  date  died 
leaving  issue  a  son,  who  was  then  living  but  died  afterwards 
without  having  barred  his  estate  tail  and  without  issue. 


V. 
BOBBELL. 
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On  the  18th  of  Janoary,  1858,  R,  B.  Oaion,  ifbo  was  one  of  the       H.  B. 
grandchildren  then  liying,  executed  a  deed,  in  accordance  with       1875 
the  provisions  of  the  Fines  and  Beoaveries  Act,  whereby,  for  the     tttfnell 
purpose  of  barring  the  estate  tail  of  the  said  B.  B.  Colon  in  the 
property  thereinafter  described,  he  purported  to  grant  all  and 
-singular  his  full  and  undivided  part,  share,  and  proportion,  or  full 
and  undivided  parts,  shares,  and  proportions  whatsoever  of  and 
in  the  freehold  part  of  the  property,  freed  and  discharged  from  all 
estates  and  powers  to  take  effect  after  or  in  defeasance  of  such 
estates  tail  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee.     None  of  the  other 
grandchildren  then  living  joined  in  or  consented  to  this  deed. 
B.  B.  Caion  had  died,  having  made  a  will  whereby  he  devised  his 
interest  in  the  property  to  the  Defendant,  B  B.  Oaton. 

The  other  grandchildren  afterwards  executed  disentailing  deeds 
of  their  shares,  which  were  admitted  to  be  valid  as  regards  the 
freehold  part  of  the  property.  No  question  arose  as  to  the  copyhold 
portion  of  the  property,  it  being  admitted  that  two  only  of  the 
disentailing  deeds  affected  it 

Mr.  Souihffate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Pemherton,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  BoxbuTffhj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  North,  for  the  Defendant,  B.  B. 
Caion,  submitted  that  the  disentailing  deed  of  the  18th  of  January, 
1858,  was  effectual  to  bar  the  estate  tail  of  B.  B.  Caton  in  the  free- 
holds^ jB.  B,  Caton  being  protector  in  respect  of  the  one-fourth 
ehare  of  which  he  was  tenant  for  life ;  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act, 
s.  23 ;  Church  v.  Edwards  (1). 

Mr.  Fischer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  WaUer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Da/vey,  and  Mr.  OstvaJd, 
for  other  parties. 

8iB  6.  JsssEL,  M.B. : — 

I  think  this  case  is  tolerably  plain.  The  gift  is  in  these  terms : — 
£His  Honour  read  the  wilL] 

There  is  no  doubt  that»  there  being  no  words  of  severance,  the 
grandchildren  took  as  joint  tenants  for  life  with  several  inheritances 
in  tail  male.    It  is  also  settled  that  in  cases  of  this  class,  in  the 

(1)  2  Bro.  0.  a  180. 
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H.  B.      gift  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  sarvivorsy  the  term  '^sanriyors"  mast  be 
1875       read  **  others ";  conseqaently  the  grandchildren  took  the  several* 
'TumoA.    estates  of  inheritance  in  tail  male  with  cross  remainders  between 
«  ••         them. 

That  being  so,  a  very  singular  point  arises.    There  were  origi* 

nally  nine  grandchildren.  Five  of  them  died  without  barring 
their  estates  tail,  and  their  issue  ultimately  failed.  The  other 
four  barred  their  estates  tail.  As  to  three  of  the  four  no  question 
arises,  each  of  them  taking  one  fourth  of  the  estate.  The  question* 
arises  as  to  the  fourth  of  these  four.  At  the  time  when  he  barred 
his  estate  tail,  he  was  (so  far  as  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
matter)  entitled  to  one-fourth  for  life,  with  remainder  as  to  one- 
fifth  in  tail  male ;  and  in  case  of  the  failure  of  issue  of  one  of  the 
deceased  grandchildren  (an  event  which  afterwards  happened)  he 
was  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  another  fifth,  that  is,  to  one-twentieth, 
in  tail  male ;  that  is  to  say,  he  had  one-fifth  for  life  and  one-fifth 
in  remainder  in  tail ;  and  he  had  also  one-fourth  of  another  one-fifth 
for  life,  with  a  more  remote  remainder  in  tail  in  one-fourth  of  one- 
fifth.  Was  he  protector  of  the  identical  undivided  share  of  which 
he  was  tenant  in  tail  ?  or  was  he  merely  protector  of  an  equivalent 
aliquot  share  of  the  estate  ?  The  eommon  sense  of  the  thing  is  to 
make  him  protector  of  the  same  share  of  which  he  was  tenant  in 
tail.  If  he  had  been  tenant  for  life  of  one-fourth,  with  an  estate 
of  inheritance  in  one-fourth,  the  case  of  Ohureh  v.  Edwards  (ly 
would  have  been  a  direct  authority  to  that  effect ;  and  I  think  it 
is,  on  principle,  an  authority  for  the  like  conclusion  in  this  case. 
I  therefore  hold  that  the  estate  tail  of  K  B.  Catan  in  the  freeholds 
has  been  well  barred ;  and  that  one-fourth  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
freeholds  goes  to  the  parties  claiming  under  his  will.  As  regards 
the  copyholds  no  question  arises :  it  is  admitted  that  the  proceeds 
of  that  part  of  the  property  are  divisible  into  two  equal  shares. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  MeytuU  it  P&mberton  ;  Messrs.  NcrrxB^  AUens^ 
&  Carter  ;  Messrs.  Johnacn  db  Wealheralb. 

(1)  2  Bra  C.  C.  180.  ^ 
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In  re  KENSINGTON  STATION  ACT.  v.-c.  Bi 

1«75 
jihandonment  ff  SaUwaffB  Aet^  1860  (18  ^  14  Vtei.  c  edy^EaUway  Companies        ^^-v^ 

Ae$,  1867  (30  A  81  Vict.  e.  127X  ».  31-35— -4Ja«(to»m«»«  ^  Raaways  Aci^    FA.^  20. 

18G9  (32  <i^  33  Vict.  c.  114)— Return  ^  Deposit— ^saefo  of  the  Comjpany-^ 

CotU  of  obtaining  the  Ad^Staiute  of  Limitations, 

A  Board  of  Tnde  wantnt  of  ahiDdonmeot  of  a  railway,  under  the  Ahati' 
donment  of  Rattvjoys  Act^  1850,  and  the  RaUway  Companies  Acty  1867,  was 
made  with  a  condition  that  moneys  deposited  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  as 
security  should  be  applied  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  company : — 

EM^  that  the  solicitor  and  parliamentary  agent,  not  being  promoters  of 
the  company,  were  entitled  to  be  paid  thereout  their  costs  and  charges  for 
obtaining  the  Act.  « 

The  special  Act  gave  a  right  to  sue  the  company  for  the  costs  of  obtaining 
^he  Act,  and  it  incorporated  the  Companies  Clauses  Act. 

By  the  Companies  ClcMses  Act^  s.  65i,  the  money  raised  by  the  company 
is  to  be  applied  first  in  payment  of  such  costs : — 

Held,  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  did  not  run  against  creditors  in 
respect  of  such  costs  until  the  company  had  assets  to  meet  the  claims : 

JBeld,  that  the  remedy  given  by  the  special  Act  was  in  addition  to,  and 
not  in  sabstitution  for  the  right  given  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  to  pay- 
ment out  of  the  first  assets  of  the  company. 

JL  HIS  case  came  on  upon  two  Bummonses  from  Chambers,  one  by 
Kr.  Beed  and  another  by  Mr.  Antan^  the  solicitor  and  the  parlia- 
mentary agent  who  obtained  the  Act  intituled  the  Kensington 
Station  and  North  and  SoiUh  London  Jimeiion  BaUway  Act^  seeking 
to  vary  the  Chief  Clerk's  ceiiificate  by  allowing  the  claim  of  Mr. 
Beed  for  £924  and  the  claim  of  Mr.  Anton  for  £226  Is.  6i.,  being 
the  balance  of  costs  and  disbursements  as  such  solicitor  and  parlia- 
mentary agent 

The  Act  for  making  the  railway  was  passed  in  1859,  a  sum 
•of  £5760  having  been  deposited  in  respect  of  the  application  to 
Parliament.  That  sum  was  subsequently  released  upon  the  usual 
bond  being  executed  by  the  railway  company  and  by  Samuel 
-Qumey^  of  the  firm  of  Overend^  Qvmey,  dk  Co.,  as  their  surety, 
-conditioned  to  be  void  if  the  railway  was  opened  within  the  time 
limited  by  the  Act.,  or  if  it  should  be  proved  that  the  company 
had  paid  up  and  expended  for  the  purpose  of  their  Act  one  half 
of  their  authorized  capital,  or  if  the  company  should  pay  to  Her 


198  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  fL 

Y.-G.  M.  Majesty  the  full  8tim  of  £5760.  The  powers  of  the  Act  expired  in 
18*:  5  1862^  one  half  of  the  share  capital  was  not  paid  up,  and  the  railway 
^^^  was  not  constracted.  The  bond  so  given  by  the  company  and  by 
KmreiNGTON  jg^  Qumey  was  registered  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  thus  consti- 
—  tnted  an  obligation  affecting  Oumey's  estates.  In  July  the  firm 
of  Overendf  Qwmeyy  &  Co.  sold  their  business  to  another  firm  of 
Overendy  Owmey,  <&  Go.,  Limited,  which  company  stopped  payment 
and  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  in  1866.  In  the  course  of  the 
winding-up  it  became  necessary  to  sell  Qumey's  estates  under  a 
charge  given  to  Overend,  Qumey,  &  Co,,  Limited;  and  in  order  to 
discharge  the  estates  from  any  liability  in  respect  of  the  bond  of 
£5760,  the  whole  sum  was  paid  to  the  Treasury  by  the  liquida- 
tors in  satisfaction  of  the  bond.  An  Aet  was  passed  on  the  10th 
of  August,  1872  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  80),  by  which  the  liquidators 
in  the  winding-up  of  Overend,  Qwmey,  dt  Co.,  Limited,  were  em- 
powered to  apply  to  the  Board  of  Trade  for  a  warrant  for  the 
abandonment  of  the  railway  authorized  by  the  Act  of  1859  in  the 
same  way  as  if  they  had  executed  the  bond  as  sureties  for  the 
company,  and  on  such  warrant  being  granted  the  Commissioners 
of  the  Treasury  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  pay  into  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  In  the  matter  of  the  Kensinffton  Station  Act,  the  £5760- 
which,  by  reason  of  the  non-completion  of  the  railway,  had  been 
paid  to  the  Paymaster-General  on  account  of  the  Treasury ;  and 
such  sum  should  be  deemed  to  be  the  money  deposited  as  security 
for  the  completion  of  the  railway. 

The  Board  of  Trade,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1873,  granted  a 
warrant  of  abandonment  of  the  above  railway,  with  the  following 
stipulation : — 

^  And  the  Board  of  Trade  do  hereby  further  declare  and  order 
that  this  warrant  is  granted  and  shall  take  effect  upon  the  con- 
dition that  the  sum  of  £5760  in  the  KenHnffton  Station  and  North 
and  South  London  Junction  BaUway  Act,  1859,  {Repayment  of 
Moneys)  Act,  1872,  referred  to  and  directed  to  be  declared  to 
be  the  money  deposited  as  security  for  the  completion  of  the 
said  railway,  shall  be  applied  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  said 
company." 

The  £5760  was  paid  into  Court  accordingly. 

The  Kensington  Station  Company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.. 
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The  present  claims  were  that  the  sams  so  due  to  the  solicitor     v.-c.  M. 
and  the  parliamentary  agent  for  the  costs  and  expenses  of  obtaining        i875 
the  Act  might  be  paid  to  them  oat  of  the  £5760  so  returned  to  the       ^^ 
company,  as  part  of  their  assets.  Kinbington 

The  special  Act,  by  sect.  60,  enacted  that  the  costs  of  obtaining        

the  Act  shoidd  be  paid  by  the  company. 

Mr.  Olasae,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Esath,  for  Mr.  Bead,  the  solicitor  of 
the  company : — 

We  appear  for  one  of  the  two  creditors  in  support  of  this 
summons.  Mr.  Beed  was  the  solicitor  who  was  employed  by  the 
directors  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  Act  of  Parliament.  His 
debt  consists  of  the  necessary  costs  and  charges  incurred  as  such 
solicitor.  The  only  question  is  whether  this  debt  is  a  charge 
upon  the  sum  of  £5760  which  was  deposited  upon  the  appli- 
cation to  ParL'ament  for  the  Act,  and  has  now  been  repaid  under 
a  warrant  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  paid  into  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  By  the  warrant  of  the  Board  it  is  expressly  provided 
that  the  money  shall  form  assets  of  the  company,  and  the  Board 
had  full  power  to  make  this  stipulation  given  them  by  the  Act 
(30  &  31  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  31,  sub-s.  3),  which  enacts  that  the 
Board  may  refuse  to  authorize  the  abandonment  of  a  railway 
except  on  condition  of  the  money  deposited  as  security  for  the 
completion  of  a  railway  being  applied  as  part  of  the  assets  of 
the  company.  There  being  assets  of  the  company,  we  say  the 
money  is  clearly  chargeable  in  the  first  place  with  the  payment  of 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  obtaining  the  Act,  and  all  expenses  inci- 
dent thereto.  This  is  provided  for  by  the  special  Act  of  this  railway 
(22  &  23  Yict.  c.  cxxviii.),  s.  60,  and  by  the  Companies  Clauses 
Ad  (8  Vict.  c.  16),  s.  65:  TUson  v.  Warwick  Gas  Company, {1) ; 
Garden  v.  OcTierai  Cemetery  Company  (2) ;  In  re  TiUeard  (3). 

Then  there  is  a  further  clause  in  the  Abandonment  of  BaUways 
Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c  114),  which  provides  by  the  5th  section 
that  where  money  is  returned  upon  the  abandonment  of  a  railway 
the  Court  may,  if  it  think  fit,  direct  that  such  money  shall  not  be 
applicable  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  which,  regard  being  had  to 

(1)  4  B.  &  C.  962.  (2)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  253. 

(3)  3  D.  J.  &  S.  519. 
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Y.-0.  M.     what  IB  &ix  and  leasonaUe  as  between  all  the  partiefi  interested 
1875       under  all  the  circmnstanoes  of  the  case,  appears  to  the  Court  to 
In  re       ^^^  ^^  incurred  on  account  of  the  promotion  of  the  company. 
St^!^^ot  C!on8equently,  if  the  debts  now  claimed  had  been  incurred  for  the 
-^       promotion  of  the  company,  the  Court  might  ezeicise  a  judgment 
as  to  whether  it  was  fair  and  reasonable,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, that  they  should  be  paid.    But,  in  the  first  place^  Mr. 
Beedf  the  solicitor,  was  not  in  any  way  a  promoter  of  the  company. 
He  merely  acted  in  his  professional  capacity  in  transaotbg  the 
business  necessary  for  passing  the  Act  through  Parliament,  and 
therefore  he  does  not  come  under  this  clause ;  and  if  ever  the  Court 
would  exercise  its  judgment  as  to  what  was  hit  and  reasonable 
between  the  parties,  it  would  do  so  in  a  case  like  this,  where  the 
solicitor  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  scheme  of  the  railway  beyond 
transacting  the  legal  business. 

In  In  re  Brampton  o/ndLonghyon  BaHway  Oompany  (1),  where  the 
Court  refused  to  sanction  the  payment  of  the  expenses  incurred 
by  the  parliamentary  agents  in  getting  the  bill  passed  through 
Parliament,  it  was  on  account  of  the  agents  haring  been  also 
promoters  of  the  company. 

Mr.  HiffffinSf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  B.  B.  Bogerij  for  Anton,  the  par- 
liamentary agent : — 

Our  claim  is  for  £226  Is.  6d.,  the  balance  of  the  debt  due  to  us 
for  our  costs  in  transacting  the  parliamentary  business.  The  only 
question  is  whether  we  were  promoters  of  the  company  or  not 
Mr.  Anton  was  not  a  promoter  of  the  company ;  he  had  no  interest 
in  it  beyond  the  mere  fact  of  being  employed  by  the  directors  to 
take  the  necessary  parliamentary  steps  for  obtaining  the  Act. 

There  is  another  point  set  up  against  us  by  the  liquidators, 
which  is,  that  whatever  may  be  our  merits,  and  whatever  discre- 
tion the  Court  may  have  under  the  Act  of  1869,  we  are,  neyer- 
theless,  barred  by  the  Stahde  of  Limitatione. 

To  shew  that  the  statute  does  not  apply,  we  will  look  at  the  Act 
of  Parliament  It  must  be  remembered  that  Overend  dk  Oumey 
gave  a  bond  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  the  sum  deposited  upon 
obtaining  the  Act    That  bond  of  itself  would  not  be  assets  of  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  10  Eq.  613. 
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<x>nipan7 ;  biit»  npoa  the  money  represented  by  the  bond  being  re-     V.-0.  M. 
paid,  it  was  converted  into  assets  of  the  company.    At  first  it  is       1875 
-only  a  security  given  to  the  Grown— a  security  either  that  the  line       ^^ 
shall  be  opened,  or  that  half  of  the  capital  of  the  company  shall  be  g^^^^^. 
paid  up.    If  that  was  not  done,  then  the  bond  became  forfeited  to       '— 
the  Grown;  but  still  it  did  not  constitute  assets  of  the  com- 
|>a]iy.    By  the  Omponiet  OZansflS  Ad^  s.  60,  it  is  provided  that 
the  costs  shall  be  paid  oat  of  the  first  assets.    Now  the  company 
had  no  assets  until  this  sum  of  money  was  repaid,  therefore  it  was 
useless  for  the  clainuuits  to  proceed  for  the  recovery  of  their  debt ; 
in  £Bict  they  would  have  had  no  right  of  action  unless  they  could 
have  alleged  that  the  company  had  assets  to  meet  the  claim  against 
them.    This  was  the  e£Eect  of  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  CarAen  v. 
QiOMTid  Cemetery  Company  (1),  where  Chief  Justice  TincUd  said  it 
would  have  been  a  good  ground  of  demurrer  to  the  declaration  that 
it  did  not  allege  that  the  Defendants  had  assets  to  satisfy  the  Plain- 
tiff's demand.  This  principle  is  laid  down  in  Darby  and  Boionquel 
on  the  SkUute  of  Limitalums  (2),  where  it  is  said,  upon  the  autho- 
rity of  DouffloB  V.  Forest  (3),  that  no  one  has  a  complete  cause  of 
.action  until  there  is  somebody  that  he  can  sue.    Until  1878  the 
company  had  no  assetcf,  and  there  was  no  person  whom  the  credi-  ^ 

tors  could  sue.  The  statute,  therefore,  did  not  begin  to  run  till 
1873.  If  it  were  not  so  the  creditors  could  have  no  remedy,  for 
ihey  could  not  sue  when  the  company  had  no  assets,  and  they 
^x>ald  not  sue  after  six  years  on  account  of  the  statute. 

Mr.  Cottothy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oraham  Hastings^  for  the  official 
liquidators : — 

The  principal  objection  we  raise  to  these  claims  is  that  they  are 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitaliona,  and  if  not,  this  is  not  a  case 
in  which  the  Court  will  exercise  the  discretion  given  by  the  5th 
section  of  the  Baihcays  Ahandonment  Aet,  1869,  in  order  to  satisfy 
creditors  who  have  lain  by  for  so  long  a  period  as  fourteen  years. 

If  this  money  does  not  go  to  pay  the  debts  of  these  claimants, 
it  will,  no  doubt,  go  to  the  liquidators  in  Overend^  Ghimey^  A  Co. ; 
and  what,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  could  be  more  fair 

(I)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  253.  (2)  Page  33. 

(3)  4  Bing.  686. 
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Y.-C.  H.     and  equitable  ?    Mr.  Qurney  came  forward  to  assist  the  company  in 
1875       their  difEiculties ;  he  became  surety  in  the  necessary  bond,  without 
j^^       which  the  undertaking  tK)uld  not  have  been  launched;  and  upon 
^Si™  Act  *^®  liquidation  of  the  affairs  of  Overendy  Qwrney^  dk  Co.,  this  money 
—       was  actuaUy  paid  over  to  the  Government.    Whose  money  then  was 
it  ?    It  was  not  the  money  of  the  company,  subscribed  for  carrying 
out  the  objects  of  the  company,  but  it  was  Overend,  Qwmey,  dr 
Co*8  money.    Mr.  OtMrney  was  not  a  promoter  of  the  company;  he 
was  merely  a  banker,  whose  guarantee  was  of  sufficient  value  to 
ensure  the  objects  of  the  company.    We  admit  that  the  solicitois 
and  the  parliamentary  agents  were  not  strictly,  promoters  of  the 
company,  but  the  claims  now  made  by  them  are  claims  arising  in 
consequence  of  their  being  employed  by  the  promoters.   They  did 
the  work  of  the  promoters,  and  should  have  been  paid  by  them. 
It  is  as  much  a  claim  for  promotion  money  as  if  expended  by  the 
promoters  themselves.    These  charges  were  incurred  before  the 
passing  of  the  Act,  when  the  promoters  were  the  responsible  per- 
sons and  not  the  company ;  and  it  is  admitted  that  they  did  receive 
money  in  part-payment  of  their  charges.    But  if  it  is  a  claim  for 
^  the  expenses  attending  the  passing  of  the  Act,  then  as  soon  as 

the  company  was  formed  they  had  a  claim  against  the  company 
which  was  expressly  given  them  by  the  special  Act  for  constructing 
this  railway  (22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxviii.).  The  60th  section  of  that 
Act  provides  '^  that  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  and  attending^ 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  or  incidental  thereto,  shall  be  paid  by  the 
company."  The  right  of  these  creditors,  therefore,  was  expressly 
limited  to  suing  the  company  after  its  formation,  and  this  right  is 
substituted  for  any  right  they  might  otherwise  have  had  upon  the 
assets  of  the  company  under  the  Companies  Clauses  Adt.  If  they 
had  brought  an  action  within  the  six  years  against  the  company, 
they  might  have  obtained  judgment  Instead  of  that  they  lie  by 
for  fourteen  years,  until  the  money  which  was  paid  by  Owtendy 
Chimey,  dt  Co.  should  be  repaid. 

But  suppose  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  this  money 
constituted  assets  of  the  company  out  of  wliich  the  solicitors  and 
parliamentary  agents  might  be  paid,  still  there  is  the  5th  section 
of  the  Abandonment  ofBaUways  Act,  1869,  which  gives  a  discretion 
to  the  Court  to  do  what  is  fair  and  just  between  the  parties  under 
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the  circiimstaiices  of  the  case.    The  ciroumstances  here  are  all  in     V.-0.  H. 
favour  of  the  money  being  repaid  to  Overend,  Chtmey,  &  Co.^  who        1875 
were  neither  promoters  nor  interested  in  the  promotion,  but  merely       j^  re 
persons  coming  in  to  the  assistance  of  those  who  were  desirous  of  ^^J^^T* 
forwarding  the  undertaking.  

Mr.  Olasse,  and  Mr.  Hi ff gins,  in  reply. 

Sib  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  a  very  peculiar  one,  and  certainly  not  free  from 
di£Bculty. 

In  1859  many  gentlemen  were  engaged  in  promoting  a  bill  in 
Parliament  for  making  a  Kensington  station  on  the  Nt/rth  London 
BaUuoay,  and  for  other  purposes.  They  obtained  their  Act  on  the 
18th  of  August,  1859.  Mr.  Reed  is  now  the  representative  of  a 
firm  who  were  the  solicitors  for  carrying  on  the  proceedings  to 
obtain  the  Act  of  Parliament.  Mr.  Anton  was  the  parliamentiary 
agent  in  obtaining  the  Act  Mr.  Anton  received  some  money  from 
the  promoters.  It  is  doubtful  whether  Mr.  Seed  did.  It  is  not 
suggested  that  the  promoters  were  incapable  of  paying  the  bills 
of  costs  of  iheir  solicitor  and  their  parliamentary  agent.  Whether 
Mr.  Beed  and  Mr.  Anton  had  a  right  or  not  against  the  promoters 
they  did  not  exercise  it;  and  they  were  at  liberty  to  forbear 
the  demands  against  them  if  they  thought  fit ;  and  up  to  this 
time,  fifteen  or  sixteen  years  after  the  Act  was  passed,  it  is  not 
in  dispute  that  the  solicitor  and  the  parliamentary  agent  are — 
the  solicitor  wholly,  and  the  parliamentary  agent  partially — un* 
p€ud.  It  is  said  that  there  is  now  an  asset  of  the  company  out 
of  which  they  ought  to  be  paid.  That  arises  in  this  way :  The 
Act  could  not  have  been  obtained  without  a  bond  being  given 
that  half  of  the  capital  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  should  be 
subscribed.  The  firm  of  Overend,  Oumey,  &  do,  were  applied  to 
to  give  a  bond  that  that  should  be  done.  Mr.  Ottmejf^  a  member 
of  the  firm,  was  solicited  to  give  that  bond,  and  he  did  give  a  bond 
that  half  the  capital  of  the  company  should  be  taken.  That  bond 
remained  in  force  until  a  recent  period.  The  railway  has  never 
be^i  made,  and  a  warrant  from  the  Board  of  Trade,  dated  the 
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y.-a  ]£.     14th  of  May,  1873,  has  been  obtained  for  the  abandonment  of  the 

1975       undertaking. 

j^^  But  before  this  was  done,  Omrend,  Ovmey,  db  Co.,  Limited, 

^AT^^Aoi  ^*^^8  ^^^^  wound  up  in  this  branch  of  the  Court,  all  the  debts 

having  now  been  paid,  there  being  certain  estates  of  Mr.  Qumey 

to  be  realized,  it  was  found  that  those  estates  could  not  be  sold 
until  this  bond  to  the  Crown  was  got  rid  of.  The  liquidators  of 
Overend^  Qwmey^  it  Co.  found  it  requisite  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  bond  as  the  price  of  obtaining  the  delivery  up  of  the  bond 
and  getting  rid  of  the  incumbrance  on  the  estate.  That  sum  is 
now  in  Court,  and  the  contention  of  Mr.  Beei  and  Mr.  Anton  is 
that  they  are  entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  that  fund. 

The  Act  of  Parliament  which  enabled  the  Board  of  Trade  to 
grant  the  warrant  of  abandonment  is  the  30  &  81  Vict.  c.  127, 
and  the  3rd  sub-section  of  sect.  81  provides  this : — **  Nothing  in 
the  said  Act  of  1850,  or  this  Act,  shall  be  deemed  to  make  it 
obligatory  on  the  Board  of  Trade  to  authorize  the  abandonment  of 
a  railway  or  part  of  a  railway  on  any  application  in  that  behalf, 
and  the  Board  of  Trade  diall  not  authorize  such  abandonment  in  any 
case,  unless  it  appears  to  them  just  and  expedient  so  to  do ;  and  the 
Board  of  Trade  may,  if  they  think  fit,  refuse  in  any  case  to  authorize 
such  abandonment,  except  on  condition  of  the  money  deposited  as 
security  for  the  completion  of  the  railway,  or  the  stock,  funds,  or 
securities  on  which  the  same  is  invested,  or  the  money  secured 
by  any  bond  conditioned  for  completion  of  the  railway  or  for 
payment  of  money  in  default  thereof  being  applied  as  part  of 
the  assets  of  the  company."  It  was  completely,  theref(ve,  within 
the  powei8  conferred  upon  the  Board  of  Trade  to  make  the  order 
for  the  abandonment  of  the  railway,  dated,  as  I  have  said,  the 
14th  of  May,  1873 ;  and  the  condition  upon  which  they  did  so  is 
fitrictly  in  conformity  with  the  Act :— '^  And  the  Board  of  Trade  do 
hereby  further  declare  and  order  that  this  warrant  is  granted  and 
shall  take  effect  upcm  the  condition  that  the  sum  of  £5760  in  the 
Kensington  Station  and  North  andSouih  London  Junction  BaHwajf 
Act,  1859,  (Bepayment  of  Moneys)  Act,  1872,  referred  to  and 
directed  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  money  deposited  as  security  for 
the  completion  of  the  said  railway,  shall  be  applied  aa  part  of  the 
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assets  of  the  said  company."    They  had  power  to  do  that,  and     y.JO.  it 
they  have  done  it ;  and  I  think  I  am  bound,  therefore,  to  treat       1875 
this  sum  of  £5760  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  company,  jnst  the       j^  ^ 
same  as  if  it  had  arisen  by  half  the  capital  having  been  sub-  XsasDicmnr 
scnbed  for  and  paid  up.    Mr.  Oametf  undertook  to  goarantee        — 
that    I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  any  ground  upon  which,  because  he 
supplied  the  money,  those  having  claims  upon  the  company  can 
be  in  a  less  &vourable  position  than  they  would  have  been  in  if 
the  money  had  been  provided,  as  he  had  guaranteed,  by  payment 
of  half  of  the  capital.    I  must,  therefore,  treat  this  as  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  company. 

Then  this  sum  being  assets  of  the  company,  it  is  clearly  liable 
to  pay  the  debts  of  the  company.    Now,  are  these  claims  debts 
which  the  company  are  liable  to  pay  ?    As  far  as  merits  are  con- 
cerned there  is  no  question  about  it.    Mr.  Beed  and  Mr.  Anton 
have  sworn  that  they  were  in  no  way  in  the  position  of  promoters 
<rf  the  company.    The  promoters  would  be  those  gentlemen  who 
afterwards  became  the  directors.    Mr.  Beed  was  the  solicitor,  and 
Mr.  Anion  the  parliamentary  agent.    They  were  not  promoters  of 
the  company,  but  persons  who  ought  to  have  been  paid  by  the 
promoters.    They  were  not  so  paid.    What  are  the  provisions  of 
the  law  ?    I  will  take  it  first  as  if  it  depended  on  the  Oampaniea 
Oames  Ad  {%  Vict,  c  16),  s.  65,  which  enacts:  ''  That  all  the 
money  raised  by  the  company,  whether  by  subscriptions  of  the 
shareholders,  or  by  loan,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  applied,  firstly,  in 
paying  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  the  special 
Act^  and  all  expenses  incident  thereto ;  and,  secondly,  in  carrying 
the  purposes  of  the  company  into  execution ;"  that  is,  the  money 
shall  be  applied  first  in  paying  costs  and  expenses.    The  counsel 
for  the  liquidators,  in  opposing  these  claims,  relied  mainly  on  the 
StaMe  of  Li$nUation8,  and  they  say,  with  a  considerable  shew  oi 
justioej  **  Here  is  a  debt  which  has  existed  for  fifteen  years,  the 
statute  has  barred  the  claim,  and  this  is  a  stale  demand,  to  which 
no  attention  ought  to  be  paid." 

Now,  what  was  the  situation  of  these  gentlemen  ?  Up  to  the 
14th  of  May,  1873»  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  there  was  not  an  asset 
of  the  company  which  could  possibly  pay  them.  If,  therefore,  the 
question  depended  entirely  upon  the  Companies  Clauies  Act,  it 
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V.C. IL     seems  to  me  that  the  Statute  of  LimitoHans  is  excluded,  because 
1875        there  is,  as  I  read  the  section,  a  continaal  obligation  on  the  oom- 
/Tfv       pftiiy  out  of  their  first  assets  to  pay  the  expenses  of  obtaining  the 
s'^^tiw^act  ^^^  ^^  Parliament    That  obligation  does  not  cease  because  they 
—        do  not  have  assets  for  a  considerable  time.    It  happened  in  this 
case  that  they  had  no  assets  for  fourteen  years.    Suppose  they 
had  had  assets  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  the  six  years, 
why  is  the  debt  to  be  barred  ?    It  is  to  be  paid  oat  of  the  first 
assets,  and  the  money  is  to  be  applied  first  in  payment  of  these 
expenses.    How  can  the  Statute  of  LinUtoHons  run  against  parties 
who  do  not  apply  for  payment  when  they  know  that  there  is  nothing 
to  pay  them  with  ?    I  quite  agree  that  in  the  case  of  a  man 
owing  a  debt  the  Statute  of  Limitatione  is  not  saved  because  he 
has  no  means  of  paying.    Whether  he  can  pay  or  not,  there  the 
debt  is  incurred,  and  the  statute  begins  to  run.    But  in  this  case 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  has  no  application  till  the  period  arriyes 
when  there  is  something  to  pay  with.    They  are  to  pay  the 
expenses  out  of  the  first  moneys  they  receive.    They  had  the  first 
money  on  the  14th  of  May,  1873 ;  and  then,  and,  in  my  opinion, 
not  till  then,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  began  to  run. 

That  conclusion  rests  upon  principle,  and  also  upon  authority.  I 
refer  to  Oarden  v.  General  Cetiietery  Company  (1).  Mr.  Garden  was 
the  promoter  of  cemeteries  generally,  and  particularly  of  tlie  ceme- 
tery at  Kensal  Green.  He  incurred  very  considerable  expenses  in 
establishing  that  cemetery,  or  rather  in  obtaining  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment for  it  He  brought  an  action  against  the  company  after  its 
incorporation  for  payment  of  those  expenses  and  his  costs.  His 
case  rested  upon  the  20th  section  of  the  Act^  which  enacted  **  That 
all  the  money  to  be  raised  by  the  company  by  virtue  of  this  Act 
shall  be  laid  out  and  applied,  in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of  and 
discharging  all  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  applying  for,  obtain- 
ing, and  passing  this  Act,  and  all  other  expenses  preparatory  or  re* 
lating  thereto,  and  the  remainder  of  such  money  shall  be  applied  in 
and  towards  purchasing  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,"  and 
for  other  purposes.  There,  like  the  present  case,  under  the  general 
Act  he  had  no  right  to  be  paid  until  there  was  money  due  to  him. 
He  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  first  moneys.    An  objection  was  taken 

(1)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  263. 
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to  liis  action,  that  he  did  not  aver  that  there  were  moneys.    If  he     y.-0.  H. 
was  bound  to  bring  his  action  within  six  years,  why  was  he  to  make        1875 
the  averment  ?    Chief  Justice  Tindal,  in  giving  judgment,  says  (1) :       ^^ 
"  It  was  next  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  the  k«w»ow)k 

Station  Act. 

declaration  does  not  state  that  the  Defendants  had  any  money  in        

their  hands  at  the  time  the  Plaintiff  demanded  his  debt,  or,  at  aU 
events,  that  they  had  sufficient  in  their  hands  to  satisfy  the 
demand  of  the  Plaintiff.    And  if  this  objection  had  been  made 
the  ground  of  a  special  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  it  might 
perhaps  have  been  held  that  the  allegation  was  insufficient  for  that 
purpose.    But  the  declaration  doe^  in  jEact,  allege  that  the  com- 
pany, after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Act, 
did  receive  divers  sums  of  money  out  of  which  they  might  and 
ought  to  have  paid  and  satisfied  the  Plaintiff;  and  we  think  this 
amounts  in  substance  to  an  averment  that  the  company  had 
enough  to  satisfy  the  Plaintiff's  demand,  and  therefore  is  sufficient 
upon  a  general  demurrer."     What  is  the  fair  result  of  those  obser* 
vations  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  ?    That  if  he  brought  his  action 
at  any  time  without  being  able  to  aver  that  they  had  money,  the 
action  would  &il.    If,  until  he  can  aver  that,  he  has  no  right  to 
bring  an  action,  then  the  statute  must  run  from  the  time  when  he 
is  in  a  situation  to  maintain  an  action.     If  it  is  a  condition  prece* 
dent  to  bringing  an  action  that  a  man  must  aver  there  are  funds  out 
of  which  he  can  be  paid,  then  the  time  begins  to  run  only  when  that 
state  of  things  exists  which  entitles  him  to  maintain  an  action ; 
and  that  state  of  things  does  not  exist  until  he  can  aver  in  his 
deelaration  that  the  Defendants  have  money  in  their  hands  where- 
i^th  he  can  be  paid.    So  far  as  it  depends  upon  the  general  Act — 
the  Companies  Clauses  Ad — ^it  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
Plaintiff  being  able  to  maintain  an  action,  and  if  an  action,  then  a 
suit  in  this  Courts  that  he  should  aver  that  the  time  had  arrived 
when  the  Defendants  had  assets  in  their  hands ;  and  as  soon  as 
they  have  assets  in  their  hands  his  right  arises,  and  from  that  time 
only  the  statute  begins  to  run. 

Then  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Cotton  that  the  60th  section  of  this 
particular  Act  alters  this;  and  that  section  provides  that  ''All 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  and  attending  the  passing  of  this 

(1)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  269. 


208  EQT7ITT  OASES.  [L.  B. 

y.-0.  M.     Act,  or  incidental  thereto,  shall  be  paid  by  the  company."    It  is 
1875        perfectly  dear  that  that  did  give  to  Mr.  Beed  and  Mr.  Anton  a 
In  re       right  to  8ne  the  company,  and  they  might  have  obtained  judgment 
^^1^^^  againgt them.    Is  that  an  additional  or  a  substituted  remedy? 
—        The  Act  of  1859,  by  the  2nd  section,  enacts  this :  '^  The  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Ad,  1845,  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  1845,  and  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Aet,  1845,  are 
hereby  incorporated  with  this  Act."  It  does  not  say  ^  incorporated 
except  as  hereinafter  altered/'  but  they  are  incorporated  gene- 
rally.   That,  therefore,  clearly  gives  all  parties  interested  every 
remedy  provided  for  them  by  the  Companies  Clauses  AeL    Then 
by  the  60th  section  they  are  enabled  to  sue  the  company,  whicb 
is  an  additional  remedy — a  cumulative  remedy  and  not  a  substi- 
tuted remedy.    They  have  a  right  to  sue  under  this  Act  whether 
there  are  assets  or  not.    It  does  not  take  away  the  old  remedy ; 
and  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  I  think  the  Statute  of  LimUoh 
iions  did  not  begin  to  run  until  the  assets  were  in  existence. 

Then  it  is  said  that  another  Act  of  Parliament  applies,  namely, 
the  Railways  Abandonment  Aet,  1869.  The  5th  section  enacts,  ^  If 
the  warrant  for  the  abandonment  was  made  on  condition  ** — as  it  was 
here— ^  that  the  money  deposited  as  security  for  the  completian  ci 
the  railway,  or  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities  in  which  the  same  is 
invested,  or  the  money  secured  by  any  bond  conditioned  for  the  ocon- 
pletion  of  the  railway,  or  for  payment  of  money  in  default  thereof^ 
should  be  applied  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  company,  the  Oonrt  may, 
if  it  think  fit,  direct  that  such  money,  stocks,  funds,  and  securitiea 
shall  not  be  applicable  for  the  payment  of  any  debt,  or  part  of  a 
debt^  which,  regard  being  had  to  what  is  fair  and  reasonable  as 
between  all  the  parties  interested  under  all  the  circumstances  <^ 
the  case,  appears  to  the  Court  to  have  been  incurred  on  aooount 
of  the  promotion  of  the  company."  Now  upon  that  subject  Mr. 
Cotton  says :  ^  Here  is  a  solicitor  promoting  this  bill,  a  parlia- 
mentary agent  doing  the  same  thing,  and  Overend,  Oumey,  dt  Co. 
doing  the  same  thing  by  giving  this  bond."  I  think,  by  the  affi- 
davit of  Mr.  Reed,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  he  undertook  this 
business  relying  upon  the  representation  of  the  firm,  or  one  of  the 
firm,  that  they  had  guaranteed  that  the  capital  should  be  taken  to 
the  extent  I  have  mentioned ;  and  although  this  bond  was  not  in 
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force,  as  the  money  was  brought  into  Court,  I  cannot  see  that  there     y.-G.  H. 
was  any  joint  scheme  in  promoting  this  bill ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,       1875  > 
therefore,  that  this  money  must  be  treated  as  if  it  had  been  pro-       j^  re 
daced  by  the  shares  actjially  being  taken  and  paid  for  to  the  ^J^^^^ 

extent  of  one-half;  and  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  the        

money  being  paid,  although  it  was  for  the  promotion  of  the  com- 
pany, but  not  to  the  promoters  of  the  company.  What  was  said 
by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  and  Mr.  Justice  Hdrayd  in  TiUan  v. 
Warwick  Oas  Company  (1)  is  applicable  to  the  case,  and  shews 
that  this  is  not  a  case  where  the  Statuie  of  LimUaHons  would  run 
under  the  circumstances.  The  case  before  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon 
proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  party  there  was  a  promoter, 
consequently  I  am  not  deciding  in  opposition  to  that  case. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  money  in  question  must  be  taken  as 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  company,  and  that  it  is  expressly  made 
so  by  the  order  of  abandonment.  I  think  the  Statute  of  LimUa- 
tions  did  not  begin  to  run  until  these  assets  were  in  existence ; 
and  although  the  applicants  might  have  brought  an  action  against 
the  company  under  the  60th  section  of  the  Act,  that  does  not  take 
away  any  remedy  independently  of  the  section ;  and  the  two  debts 
must,  therefore,  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  in  this  Court 

I  decide,  therefore^  that  the  bills  of  costs  of  Mr.  Becd  and  Mr. 
Anton  properly  incurred  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  are  to  be 
paid  out  ci  the  assets,  with  interest  in  both  cases  at  £4  per  cent. 
from  the  date  of  the  claim  being  brought  in ;  and  the  costs  of  this 
application  will  be  added  to  the  debt.  The  liquidators'  costs  will 
be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Solicitors  for  Mr.  Beed:  Messrs.  Phelps  &  SidgimcJc. 

Solicitors  for  Mr.  Anton :  Messrs.  MiBer  &  Smith. 

Solicitors  for  the  Official  Liquidators :  Messrs.  Jones,  JSoJ^erfo,  dk 

Hale. 

(1)  4  B.  &  C.  962. 
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V.-C.  M.  EOSHER  V.  WILLIAMS. 

^^^  [1872    R.    144.]  • 

Voluntary  Deed — 27  Eliz.  e,  4 — Consideration — Covenant  to  commence  building 

a  House — Aged  Vendor, 

A  deed  conyeying  the  whole  of  the  real  estate  of  the  grantor,  and  other- 
wise voluntary,  contained  a  covenant  by  the  grantee  nnder  certain  specified 
circumstances  to  build  a  house  on  part  of  the  estate  conveyed  within  a  limited 
period,  but  there  was  no  shifting  clause  or  provision  for  defeasance  in  case  of 
non-perfonnanoe  of  the  covenant : — 

Hdd,  that  the  covenant  raised  no  consideration  affecting  the  voluntary 
nature  of  the  contract,  and  specific  performance  decreed  of  a  contract  (subse- 
quent to  the  settlement)  made  by  the  settlor  for  sale  of  part  of  the  estate. 

XHIS  was  a  purchaser's  suit  for  specific  performance. 

The  Plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  an  estate  in  the  county  of  Moni* 
m&tUhf  part  of  which  surrounded  on  three  sides  a  meadow  of 
2a.  3b.  32f.  in  extent^  which  before  the  17th  of  November,  1868, 
belonged  absolutely  to  the  Bey.  John  WiUiams. 

By  an  indenture  of  that  date,  made  between  Mr.  John  Williams 
of  the  first  part,  his  great  nephew,  the  Defendant,  Thomas  8amud 
Ostler  Williams,  of  the  second  part,  and  Vaughan  Barber  of  the 
third  part,  which  recited  that  in  consideration  of  the  natural 
love  and  affection  which  he  bore  for  and  towards  Thomas  Samuel 
Osder  WiUiams,  he  had  agreed  to  convey  and  give  to  him  all  and 
singular  the  messuages,  farms,  lands,  and  hereditaments  therein- 
after described,  subject  to  and  charged  with  the  payment  of  the 
several  annuities  or  yearly  sums  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  the 
several  persons  thereinafter  named  for  their  respective  lives,  and 
in  consideration  of  such  conveyance  and  gift  Thomas  Samuel  OsUer 
Williams  had  agreed  to  enter  into  the  covenant  thereinafter  on 
his  part  contained  to  erect  and  build  at  his  expense  a  messuage 
or  dwelling-house  upon  the  farm  or  estate  thereinafter  mentioned, 
to  be  called  by  the  name  of  Brin  Arrow^  otherwise  Brynaro,  in 
the  manner  thereinafter  expressed,  It  was  witnessed  that,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  in  that  behalf,  and  in  considera- 
tion of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which  John  Williams  bore  to 
Thomas  Samuel  Ostler  WiUiams^  John  Williams  granted  and  con- 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  OASEa  211 

yeyed  to  Vauffhan  Barber  an  estate  therein  described,  of  which     y.-0.  M. 
the  above-mentioned  meadow  and  the  farm  referred  to  in  the       1875 
corenant  stated  below  formed  part,  to  the  nse  and  intent  that     itosHEs 
certain  persons  therein  named  should  receive  certain  annuities  for    y^jj^j^;^ 
their  lives,  and  by  half-yearly  payments,  and  to  the  use  that       — ' 
the  annuitants  should  have  powers  of  distress  for  recovering  the 
annuities  if  in  arrear,  and  subject  to  the  annuities  and  the  remedy 
thereby  created  for  securing  the  payment  thereof,  to  the  use  of 
Thomcis  Samud  OUhr  WUHamSy  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 
And  the  indenture  proceeded  as  follows : — 

"  And  the  said  Thomas  Samuel  Ostler  Williams  doth  hereby  for 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenetnt  with 
the  said  John  Williams,  his  executors  and  administrators,  that  he 
the  said  Thomas  Samud  Ostler  WiUiams,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall 
and  will  within  ten  years  to  be  computed  from  the  day  of  the 
date  of  these  presents,  at  the  costs  and  charges  of  him  the  said 
Thomas  Samud  Ostler  WSliams,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  commence  to 
erect  or  build  or  cause  to  be  commenced  upon  the  said  farm  or 
estate  called  Brin  Arrow,  otherwise  Brynaro,  the  erection  or 
building  of  a  messuage  or  dwelling  house,  suitable  in  character, 
value,  and  locality  to  the  said  farm  or  estate,  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  to  be  hereafter  approved  of  by  the  said 
John  Williams,  such  approval  to  be  testified  by  his  signature 
thereto,  and  to  be  delivered  by  him  to  the  said  Thomas  Samud 
Ostler  Williams,  or  left  for  him  at  his  most  usual  place  of  residence 
or  abode.  And  further,  that  if  the  said  John  Williams  shall  not, 
within  the  said  period  of  three  years  to  be  computed  from  the 
date  of  these  presents,  sign  and  deliver  to  the  said  Thomas  Samud 
Ostler  Williams,  or  leave  for  him  as  aforesaid,  the  plans  and 
specifications  of  a  house  to  be  built  on  the  said  farm  or  estate, 
then  and  in  that  case  he  the  said  Thomas  Samud  Ostler  Williams, 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  and  will,  on  the  expiration  of  the  said 
period  of  three  years,  or  as  soon  as  conveniently  can  be  after  the 
decease  of  the  sedd  John  Williams,  in  cade  he  shall  die  before  the 
expiration  of  the  said  term,  at  the  proper  costs  and  charges  of 
him  the  said  Thomas  Samud  Ostler  Williams,  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  erect  and  build,  or  cause  to  be  erected  or  built, 
such  messuage  or  dwelling-house  upon  the  said  farm  or  estate  as 
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y.«0.  M.     he  the  said  Thomas  Samuel  OsUer  Williams,  his  heirs  or  assigns^ 
1875       shall  think  fit  and  proper  or  suitable  to  be  erected  and  built 
BogH,^     thereon." 
^,  ^'  Notwithstanding  the  execution  of  the  deed,  the  name  of  John 

WUUams  remained  on  the  rate  bookstand  nothing  was  done  which 

could  giro  persons  unacquainted  with  the  family  knowledge  that 
any  change  of  ownership  had  taken  place,  except  that  some  time 
subsequently  T.  8.  0.  Williams  was  put  upon  the  register  of  voters 
for  the  county,  on  a  qualification  derived  from  some  part  of  the 
property  conveyed  by  the  deed,  and  the  Plaiatifif,  believing  John 
Williams  to  be  the  owner  of  the  estate,  commenced  negotiations 
with  him  for  the  purchase  of  the  meadow  by  an  ofifer  of  £300, 
which  was  not  accepted. 

On  the  9th  of  April,  1872,  John  Williams  called  upon  the 
Plaintiff,  and  offered  to  sell  the  meadow  to  him  for  £400.  This 
offer  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  accept,  and  proposed  that  a  solicitor 
should  be  employed  to  prepare  a  contract.  John  Williams,  how-^ 
ever,  said  that  this  was  unnecessary,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereupon 
called  in  his  son,  who  was  in  an  adjoining  room,  and  he  wrote  out 
and  copied  the  following  agreement : — 

''I,  the  Beverend  John  Williams,  agree  to  sell  to  Jeremiah^ 
Burch  Bosher,  Esquire,  a  meadow,  together  with  the  fences  and 
trees  as  they  now- stand,  and  numbered  one  hundred  and  forty-six. 
(146)  in  the  parish  map  of  Llanvihangd  Crueomey,  in  the  county 
of  Monmouth,  and  therein  stated  to  contain,  in  statute  acres,  two* 
acres,  three  roods,  and  thirty-two  perches  (2a..  3r.  32p.),  for  the  sum 
of  four  hundred  pounds  (£400). 

The  sale  to  be  completed  by  the  1st  of  August  next  Dated 
this  9th  day  of  April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy- 
two.  (Signed)  ''John  Williams, 

^  Jeremiah  Bureh  Bosher, 
**  Witness,  J.  lAJbvm  Bosher*' 

The  Plaintiff  handed  the  contract  to  his  solicitor,  who,  on  the 
15th  of  April,  1872,  wrote  to  John  Williams  with  a  view  to  the 
completion  of  the  purchase.  T.  8.  0.  Williams  then,  through  his^ 
solicitors,  put  forward  his  claim  to  the  property,  and  a  correspond- 
ence followed  which  resulted  in  the  latter  declining  to  complete 
the  purchase. 
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At  the  date  of  the  contract^  John  WilUams  was  nearly  ninety-  v.-o.  M, 
two,  and  he  died  on  the  16th  of  July,  1872,  having  by  his  will,        isrs 
which  was  dated  the  3rd  of  August,  1865,  made  a  disposition  of     bobool 

his  real  estate  similar  in  substance  to  that  in  the  deed  of  1868.  „  ^' 

Williams. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  T.  8.  0.  Williams  ;  and  John  Leftwieh^       — 
the  executor  of  John  Williams,  was  made  a  Defendant  by  amend- 
ment. 

A  case  was  attempted  to  be  made  by  T.  8.  0.  Williams  that 
John  Williams  was  from  infirmity  incapable  of  entering  into  a 
yalid  contract  on  the  9th  of  April,  1872,  and  it  did  appear  that 
shortly  before  his  death,  and  during  a  portion  of  his  last  iUness, 
lie  was  in  a  state  of  mental  incapacity ;  but  there  was  strong 
evidence,  on  the  other  hand,  that  he  was  at  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract in  full  possession  of  his  faculties,  and  was  treated  by  every 
one  as  being  quite  competent  to  manage  his  own  affairs. 

The  result  of  the  evidence  was,  that  the  price  agreed  to  be  given 
for  the  meadow  was  beyond  its  value. 

It  appeared  that  the  deed  of  the  17th  of  November,  1868, 
included  all  the  real  estate  of  John  WiUiams, 

Mr.  aiasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  K  T.  Holland,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

The  deed  of  the  17th  of  November,  1868,  is  purely  voluntary, 
and,  under  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  is  void  against  the  Plaintiff,  who  is  in  the 
position  of  a  purchaser  for  value.  Having  a  binding  contract,  he 
is  in  as  good  a  position  as  if  his  purchase  had  been  completed : 
Buckle  V.  MitoheU  (1 ) ;  and  there  is  no  consideration  expressed  in 
the  deed  which  makes  it  other  than  voluntary.  The  covenant  to 
build  forms  no  such  consideration.  Tn  order  to  establish  a  valu* 
able  consideration  for  a  settlement  some  benefit  must  be  shewn 
moving  from  the  grantee  to  the  settlor.  Here  no  possible  benefit 
could  arise  to  the  settlor  from  the  covenant,  because  the  whole  of 
John  WUliams*  real  estate  being  included  in  the  conveyance, 
nothing  was  left  by  which  he  could  derive  benefit  from  the  build- 
ing. There  is,  moreover,  no  defeasance  in  case  the  house  were  not 
built,  and  no  shifting  clause,  and  the  deed  left  it  quite  optional 
whether  the  house  was  built  or  not. 

The  contract  is  unimpeachable  on  other  grounds.    There  was  no 

(1)  18  Ves.  100. 
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y.-c.  M.  inadequacy  of  value^  and  the  mere  fact-  of  one  of  the  contracting 

1875  parties  being  old,  and  no  professional  man  being  employed,  cannot 

£osBCB  affect  its  validity,  especially  where  it  was  his  own  choice  not  to 

Williams  ^^^®  professional  assistance :  Harriaan  v.  Chied  (1). 

Mr.  Bristowe^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Meyricke,  for  the  executor,  declined 
to  consent  to  T.  S.  0.  WiUiams  receiying  the  purchase-money. 

Mr.  HiffffinSf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kekeuneh,  for  T.  8.  0.  Williams : — 

The  doctrine  of  the  Court  in  specific  performance  suits  is  very 
different  from  that  in  cases  of  setting  aside  deeds  such  as  Harri- 
,  son  V.  Quest.  It  is  unnecessary  to  prove  over-reaching  or  in- 
adequacy of  price  if  there  are  equitable  circumstances  affecting 
the  contract  Such  circumstances  are  the  extreme  old  age  of 
Mr.  Williams,  and  the  fact  that  he  had  no  sort  of  assistance  or 
advice  in  concluding  it.  These  circumstances  bring  the  contract 
within  sach  cases  as  Longmaie  v.  Ledger  (2),  Baker  v.  Monk  {3\ 
and  Clark  v.  Malpas  (4).  The  Court  would  not  have  made  a 
decree  against  Williams  himself,  and  those  who  represent  him  can 
be  in  no  worse  position.  There  is  certainly  reasonable  groand  for 
doubting  whether  John  Williams  understood  that  he  had  entered 
into  a  binding  contract :  Vivers  v.  Tuck  (5). 

Then  as  to  the.  want  of  consideration,  it  is  only  necessary  to  shew 
a  very  slight  consideration,  and  the  mere  circamstance  that  ^the 
deed  does  not  represent  the  transaction  as  otherwise  than  voluntary 
is  nothing.  The  consideration  may  be  shewn  aliunde.  Where 
there  is  no  element  of  fraud,  almost  any  kind  of  consideration  will 
be  sufficient.  The  Court  has  gradually  come  almost  to  adopt  the 
view  which  was  expressed  by  Sir  W.  Orant  in  Buckle  v.  Mitchell  (6), 
that  the  operation  of  the  Act  of  Elizabeth  had  been  too  widely  ex- 
tended. The  recent  decisions  of  Toumend  v.  Toker  (7)  and  Bays- 
pools  V.  Collins  (8)  have  reduced  the  requirement  of  a  considera- 
tion to  the  slightest  proportions.  On  those  authorities  the  consi- 
deration in  this  case  is  quite  sufficient  to  support  the  settlement. 
The  covenant  is  one  on  which  an  action  might  have  been  brought. 

(1)  8  H.  L.  C.  481 ;  6  D.  M.  &  G.  424.  (5)  1  Moo.  P.  C.  (N.S.)  616. 

(2)  2  Giflf.  167.  (6)  18  Yea.  100. 

(3)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  888.  (7)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  446. 

(4)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  401 ;  31  Beav.  80.  (8)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  228. 
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It  is  unnecessaiy  that  the  settlor  should  derive  personal  benefit     y.-o.  M. 
from  the  transaction.    In  Thompson  y.   Webster  (1)  it  was  held        1875 
sufficient  that  the  settlement  was  upon  the  wife  and  children  of  the      HoamsB 
settlor.    There  is  as  good  a  consideration  here  as  in  Orosbie  v.    ^  ^V^ 
M'Dwoi  (2)  and  Skidmore  v.  Bradford  (3).    If  John  Williams       — 
hady  instead  of  conveying  the  estate,  only  promised  to  convey  it, 
the  voluntary  nature  of  the  transaction  would  not  have  been  a 
defence  to  a  suit  to  carry  out  the  promise:  Parsons*  Law  of 
Contract  (4). 

[The  Vice-Chanctllob  : — Wildes  v.  Budlow  (5)  was  a  case 
depending  upon  considerations  somewhat  similar  to  Skidmore  v. 
BradfordJ] 

Moreover  the  annuitants  ought  to  have  been  made  parties, 
their  security  being  diminished  if  a  decree  is  made :  WiUats  v. 
Busby  (6). 

Mr.  OlassOf  in  reply. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued : — 

The  proposal  for  the  purchase  coming  not  from  the  purchaser 
but  from  the  vendor,  the  circumstance  exists  in  this  case  which 
existed  in  the  case  of  Harrison  v.  Guest  (7),  in  which  Sir  B. 
Kinderdey  decided  that  there  was  no  binding  contract.  Here 
is  a  transaction  perfectly  fSedr  in  all  points.  There  Mr.  Quest 
being  asked  by  an  old  man  to  buy  an  estate,  bought  it  for  what 
all  parties  agreed  was  an  utterly  inadequate  consideration,  namely, 
for  an  annuity  for  the  residue  of  a  man  s  life  over  seventy  years  of 
age,  of  a  very  precarious  character,  and  Sir  B.  Kindersley  thought 
that  the  contract,  being  at  such  an  undervalue,  ought  to  be  set 
aside,  and  made  a  decree  accordingly  after  the  old  man's  death. 
However  that  came  before  Ijord.  Cranworih^  and  in  several  passages 
the  grounds  upon  which  it  is  put  are  entirely  applicable  to  this 
case.    He  says  (8)  :  '^  It  is  hardly  consistent  to  suppose  he  would 

(1)  4  De  G.  &  J.  600.  (5)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  198. 

(2)  13  Vee.  148.  (6)  5  Beav.  193. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  134.  (7)  8  H.  L.  C.  481 ;  6  D.  M.  &  G. 

(4)  Vol  liL  p.  358.  424. 

(8)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  434. 
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V.-0  VL     have  made  a  stand  upon  such  insignificant  matters  as  those 
1875        I  have  alluded  to.    The  result  was  that  there  was  a  purchase  for 

B^^^     what  turns  out  to  be  an  extremely  inadequate  consideration. 
^  ^^         That»  however,  is  of  no  consequence  if  the  parties  were  in  a  situa- 

tion  to  judge  for  themselves,  and  this  makes  the  question  as  to  the 

poor  old  man's  state  of  mind  at  the  time  he  entered  into  this 
bargain  very  materiaL"  Then  lower  down  he  says :  "  If  upon  the 
proposal  being  made  Mr.  Cfuest  had  at  once  caught  at  it"  So  in 
this  case,  if  Mr.  Basher  had  at  once  caught  at  the  proposal  very 
strong  observations  might  have  been  made,  but  he,  like  Mr.  Quest, 
gave  the  old  man  time  to  consider.  Then  Lord  Crcmworth  says : 
**  If  it  had  been  proved  that  Ekmt  was  a  man  incapable  of  making 
a  bargain  for  himself,  I  should  have  set  aside  the  transaction.  But 
so  far  from  finding  any  such  reason  for  interfering,  it  is  proved 
that  Mr.  Quest  not  only  did  not  catch  at  the  bargain,  but  desired 
Hunt  to  take  time  to  consider  about  it,  and  then  left  the  neigh- 
bourhood and  was  absent  for  a  fortnight."  Again,  Lord  Oranworth 
says  (1)  :  **  He  seems  to  have  been  pleased  with  the  change,  and  it 
appears  that  he  was  in  a  more  cleanly  and  happy  state  with  more 
comforts  about  him.  He  had  all  that ;  and  unable  as  I  am  to 
discover  any  obligation  on  Mr.  Quest's  part  to  shew  that  Hunt  had 
more  by  way  of  consideration  than  he  asked  for  himself,  and 
unable  as  I  am  to  discover  anything  in  the  evidence  for  the 
suggestion  that  there  was  any  endeavour  to  keep  from  him  profes- 
sional advice ;  on  the  contrary,  being  satisfied  that  there  was,  as  far 
as  there  could  be,  a  desire  that  he  should  have  professional  advice, 
that  there  was  no  imposition  practised  upon  him,  that  he  was  left 
to  form  his  own  judgment,  that  no  haste  whatever  was  exhibited, 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  he  was  left  to  take  his  own  time,  and  that 
he  nevertheless  persevered  in  his  inclination,  and  perfectly  well 
understood  what  he  was  doing ;  I  confess  I  am  unable  to  arrive  at 
the  conclusion  to  which  the  Vice-Ohancellor  has  come.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  instead  of  the  decree  which  was  made,  this  bill 
ought  to  have  been  dismissed,  but  I  think  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  dismissed  with  costs,  for  this  reason:  Mr.  Ctuesfs  answer 
about  the  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  to  Hunt,  although  the  explana- 
tion is  a  very  reasonable  one,  was  calculated  to  mislead ;  and  if  that 

(1)  6  D.  M.  &  G.*437. 
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had  been  otherwise  stated,  it  is  possible  that  the  bill  might  sot     V.-0.  H. 
hare  been  filed,  or  farther  proeeedings  at  least  might  have  been       1875 
discontinued;   and  under  these  circumstances  I  think  the  bill      b^sub 
ought  to  haye  been  dismissed,  nothing  being  said  about  costs." 
That  case  went  to  the  House  of  Lords.    The  House  of  Lords,  for 
very  much  the  same  reasons,  came  to  the  same  conclusion  as  Lord 
OranwcrOhy  and  the  decision  of  Lord  CranworOh  was  affirmed. 

With  regard  to  the  price  and  the  circumstances  of  this  contract, 
there  was  nothing  unfair.  It  was  sought  by  the  vendor,  I  will  not 
say  it  was  forced  upon  the  purchaser,  but  it  was  certainly  pressed 
upon  him.  No  advantage  was  taken  of  the  vendor.  Now,  was  he 
incapable  ?  The  case  was  at  first  very  much  rested  upon  the  fact 
that  he  was  ninety-two  years  of  age,  and  therefore  the  contract 
ought  not  to  be  performed.  But  no  such  rule  can  be  laid  down. 
Nobody  would  have  said  that  if  this  old  man  had  made  a  will  the 
next  day  after  the  contract,  his  will  was  not  valid ;  and  I  am  unable 
to  see  any  principle  on  which  it  can  be  said  that  entering  into  a 
contract  to  sell  a  field  for  at  least  £100  more  than  it  was  worth  was 
any  evidence  of  incapacity ;  and  I  think  it  would  be  unsafe  to  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  merely  because  he  was  ninety-two  years  of 
age  the  contract  he  had  entered  into  was  to  be  disregarded. 

[His  Honour  then  discussed  the  evidence  relating  to  the  question 
of  Mr.  WiUiams*  capacity  to  contract,  and  concluded  that  it  shewed 
that  there  was  no  mental  failure  till  after  the  17th  of  June.  He 
then  continued : — 1 

If,  therefore,  Mr.  John  WUUaniB  had  been  the  Defendant  in 
this  cause,  and  had  been  seised  in  fee  simple,  absolutely  free  from 
all  questions  about  voluntary  settlement  or  otherwise,  I  could 
not  have  hesitated  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  this  con- 
tract was  entered  into  under  such  circumstances  as  made  it  bind- 
ing upon  him.  Although  it  is  true  that  this  Court  exercises  a 
discretion  in  cases  of  specific  performance,  and  requires  that  any 
one  asking  for  that  relief  should  make  a  clear  case  and  come  into 
Court  with  clean  hands,  and  that  there  must  be  no  over-reaching 
or  taking  advantage,  and  no  undervaluing  as  against  a  person  who 
is  unable  to  take  care  of  himself,  all  these  circumstances  are 
absent. 

Then  comes  the  question,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  1868, 


V, 
WILUA3IS. 
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y.-C.  M.     which  on  one  side  is  treated  as  a  yoluntary  settlement,  and  oa 
1875        the  other  as  being  one  for  valuable  consideration  ?    If  this  is  a 

R06HEB  voluntary  settlement,  then,  though  I  concur  with  the  view  ex- 
pressed by  Sir  WiUiam  Grant  in  BwMe  v.  Mitchell  (1),  and  acqui- 
esced in  by  other  Judges,  that  the  law  that  a  man  who  has 
executed  a  voluntary  settlement  is  enabled  under  the  statute  of 
the  27  Eliz.  to  sell  the  estate,  just  as  if  he  had  done  nothing,  is 
highly  imreasonable,  I  take  it  to  be  perfectly  settled  that  the 
owner  of  an  estate,  after  making  a  voluntary  settlement,  is,  as 
between  him  and  a  purchaser  from  him,  as  much  seised  in  fee  as  if 
he  had  not  put  his  hand  to  such  a  settlement.  He  cannot  enforce 
specific  performance,  but  having  entered  into  a  contract  with  a 
purchaser,  the  purchaser,  as  against  him,  can  do  so,  and  the  volun- 
tary settlement  is  nothing  more  than  a  piece  of  waste  parchment 
Now,  with  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  what  is  a  voluntary  settle- 
ment, I  quite  agree  with  the  argument  I  have  heard  from  Mr. 
Riggins  and  Mr.  Eekevneh,  that  the  modern  decisions  may  be  con- 
sidered as  having  to  a  considerable  extent  qualified  the  old  rule  of 
the  Court  In  that  view  of  the  case  I  quite  agree  that  Taumend  v. 
Toker  (2)  is  a  very  material  authority,  and  I  think  the  fair  result 
of  them  all  may  be  thus  stated :  that  if  upon  the  occasion  of  exe- 
cuting that  which  is  called  a  voluntary  settlement,  that  is,  a  deed 
which  is  not  induced  by  marriage  or  any  marriage  considerations, 
or  the  actual  sale  of  property;  if  between  a  father  and  son, 
husband  and  wife,  or  parent  and  child,  in  any  way  whatever,  an 
instrument  is  executed  which  ordinarily  is  called  a  voluntary 
settlement,  and  it  turns  out  that,  instead  of  being  purely  volun- 
tary, any  consideration  whatever  was  paid  or  given,  or  any  benefit 
rendered  to  the  grantor,  even  such  as  an  agreement  to  relieve  the 
grantor  from  the  immediate  payment  of  a  debt,  as  in  Bayspoole  v. 
CoUina  (3),  the  Court  will  anxiously  lay  hold  of  any  circimistances 
constituting  a  consideration  moving  from  the  grantee  to  the 
grantor,  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  category  of  voluntary  settle- 
ments. 

Now,  the  result  of  this  settlement  is,  that  property  is  conveyed 
by  it,  and  the  deed  of  conveyance  contains  a  covenant  so  vague 

(1)  18  Vcs.  100.  (2)  Law  R^p.  1  Ch.  446. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  228.  ^ 
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that  I  do  not  tliink  anTthiiig  could  have  been  recovered  npon  it.     V.-0.  M. 
The  covenant  can  be  of  no  pecuniary  advantage  to  the  grantor,       1875 
because  if  he  has  conveyed  away  the  fee  simple  of  his  property  it      Bosheb 
can  be  of  no  consequence  to  him  whether  the  house  is  built  upon    y^u^iAMB. 

it  or  not.    It  may  be  a  matter  of /ancy  or  gratification  to  him  that       

it  sbould  be  so,  but  if  the  grantee  simply  contracts  that  he  will 
build  a  house  on  his  own  property,  and  he  omits  to  do  so,  what  ad- 
vantage has  the  grantor?  If  he  had  said  that  unless  the  house 
were  built  the  deed  shall  be  void,  and  had  reserved  a  power  of  re- 
entry on  that  event,  that  would  have  been  a  different  thing.  But 
there  is  no  penalty  attached,  and  all  he  contracts  to  do  is  that  he 
will  commence  to  build.  He  does  not  covenant  that  he  will  com- 
mence and  finish.  I  cannot  regard  the  contract  as  being  in  any 
way  binding.  It  is,  moreover,  only  such  a  house  as  he  thinks  fit  to 
build.  At  all  events,  no  consideration  is  shewn  moving  from  the 
grantee  to  the  grantor.  Therefore,  as  the  grantor  by  the  grant 
does  nothing  but  deprive  himself  of  the  property  and  gets  nothing 
in  return,  it  seems  to  me,  after  all  I  have  heard,  that  this  must  be 
regarded  as  a  purely  voluntary  deed. 

Then  the  contract  is  one  entered  into  with  a  vendor  seised  in 
fee  to  sell  property  for  its  full,  and  much  more  than  its  market 
value,  under  circumstances  free  from  all  imputation  of  impro- 
priety of  conduct  The  Defendant  has  thought  fit  to  resist  the 
contract^  most  unreasonably,  in  my  opinion ;  and  if,  instead,  he  had 
made  some  other  proposal,  this  litigation  might  have  been  pre- 
vented. 

Under  these  circumstances,  there  must  be  a  decree  for  specific 
performance,  with  costs. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  R.  J.  Child;  Mr.  Wdlier  Justice;  Messrs. 
Singleton  &  Tattershall. 


220  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  R. 


v.-a  B.  OLIVANT  v.  WEIGHT. 


1875 
Fe6. 10. 


[1873    0.    18.] 
Will-^CoMiruction^Tenant  for  Life—'' Die  without  issue''— "Die  leaving 


issued 


Testatrix  being  possessed  of  separate  property,  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
her  husband  all  her  real  and  personal  property  for  her  life,  and  after  his 
death  "to  be  divided  amongist"  her  five  children,  share  and  share  alike; 
*'  and  if  any  of  my  children  should  die  without  issue,  then  that  child  or 
children's  share  shall  be  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  among  the  children 
then  living ;  but  if  any  of  my  children  should  die  leaving  issue,  then  that 
child,  if  only  one,  should  take  its  parent's  share ;  if  more  than  one,  to  be 
divided  equally  amongst  them." 

Testatrix  left  five  diildren,  all  of  whom  survived  the  tenant  for  life.  One 
died,  leaving  children: — 

Eeld^  that  her  share  went  over  to  her  children. 

Afterwards  another  died,  without  issue : — 

Eeld^  that  his  share  went  to  the  three  surviving  children. 

The  fourth  rule  in  Edwards  v.  Edwards  (1),  that  a  gift  over  in  the  event 
of  death  without  issue  takes  effect  only  upon  such  a  death  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  has  been  abrogated  by  (/Mdhoney  v.  Burdett  (2)  and 
Ingram  v.  Soutten  (3). 


A 


DJOURNED  SUMMONS. 

Ann,  wife  of  Jairiea  NicJiohon,  being  possessed  of  separate  pro- 
perty,  made  her  will,  dated  the  29th  of  November,  1844,  in  the 
following  terms : — 

'^I  order  and  direct  all  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamen- 
tary expenses,  to  be  paid  out  of  my  personal  estate  by  my 
executor  hereinafter  named.  And  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
husband,  James  Nicholson,  all  my  real  and  personal  property, 
whether  houses,  land,  or  whatever  else  I  am  entitled  to  from  my 
late  aunt*s  estate,  and  all  other  effects  belonging  to  me  where- 
soever they  may  be  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  during  his  natural 
life,  to  receive  all  the  rents,  interests,  and  profits  arising  from 
them,  for  his  own  use,  and  after  his  decease  to  be  divided  amongst 

(1)  15  Beav.  357.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  H.  L.  388. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  7  H.  L.  408. 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  OASES.  221 

my  five  children,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  if  any  of  my  children      y.-0.  B. 
should  die  without  issue,  then  that  child  or  children's  share  shall        1875 
be  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  among  the  children  then  living ;     ouyaztt 
but  if  any  of  my  children  should  die  leaving  issue,  then  that  child     -^^^q^ 

(if  only  one)  should  take  its  parent's  share ;  if  more  than  one,  to        

be  divided  equally  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike.  And  I 
also  nominate  and  appoint  my  husband,  James  Niehohon,  my  sole 
and  only  executor." 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  31st  of  August,  1846,  leaving  her 
husband  and  five  children  surviving ;  and  her  will  was  proved  by 
James  Nicholson,  the  husband  and  executor,  on  the  4th  of  March, 
1847. 

James  Nicholson  died  on  the  23rd  of  March,  1857. 

One  of  the  five  children,  named  Martha^  having  married  Richard 
Parkinson^  died  on  the  7th  of  April,  1868,  intestate,  leaving  her 
husband  and  four  children  (two  of  whom  were  by  a  former  mar- 
riage) surviving. 

Administration  to  Mrs.  ParhinsovCs  estate  was,  on  the  12th  of 
December,  1872,  granted  to  her  husband,  Richard  Parkinson. 

The  suit  was  instituted  for  the  partition  of  certain  settled  real 
and  personal  estate,  to  one-fifth  of  which  Ann  Nicholson  was  enti- 
tled for  her  separate  use ;  and  on  the  28th  of  July,  1873,  a  decree 
was  made,  ordering  inquiries,  and  directing  a  sale. 

Since  the  decree  another  of  the  children  of  the  testatrix  had 
died  without  issue. 

This  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  four  children  of  Mrs.  Par- 
hinson,  for  a  declaration  that,  under  the  will,  they  were  entitled 
in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common  to  one-fifth  of  the  testatrix's 
estate,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  their  mother,  Martha  Parkin- 
son, **  leaving  issue,"  and  also  to  an  accruing  share  of  and  in  any 
other  share  by  the  will  given  to  any  other  of  the  testatrix's  five 
children  who  had  died  or  might  die  without  issue. 

Mr.  Richard  Parkinson,  on  the  other  hand,  as  administrator  of 
his  wife,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  her  estate  absolutely. 

Mr.  EveriU  for  the  summons : — 

The  questions  are,  whether  the  children  of  the  testatrix,  having 
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y.-G.  B.     all  surviTed  the  tenant  for  life,  take  absolute  interests,  or  whether 

1875        they  take  life  interests  only,  with  remainder  to  their  issue,  if  any, 

OLiYiJiT     o^'  ^^  ^^  issue,  to  the  others ;  and  whether,  upon  the  death  of  a 

Wbight     ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  testatrix  without  issue,  after  the  death  of  a  child 

—        leaving  issue,  the  share  of  the  secondly  deceased  child  is  to  go  to 

the  three  suryiTors  only,  or  to  the  three  survivors  and  the  children 

of  the  firstly  deceased  child  in  equal  shares  per  stirpes. 

The  fourth  of  the  rulings  laid  down  in  Hdwards  v.  Edwards  (1) 
has  been  set  aside,  as  a  general  proposition,  by  the  decision  of 
the  House  of  Lords  in  G'Mahoney  v.  Burdett  (2),  reversing  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ohancery  in  Ireland  (3) ;  and 
by  another  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  the  same  day,  in 
Ingram  v.  SouUen  (4),  reversing  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Chancery  in  England,  reported  under  the  name  of  In  re  Heaths 
cote^s  Trusts  (5). 

The  result  of  these  authorities  is  that  the  divesting  clause  is  not 
limited  to  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

Mr.  Ince  for  the  Respondent : — 

The  ruling  in  Edwards  v.  Edwards  is  not  in  the  least  impugned 
by  the  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords.  The  result  of  the 
observations  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Lord  Haiherletfj  and  Lord 
Selbome  is,  that  no  canon  of  construction,  such  as  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  laid  down,  is,  in  cases  of  this  particular  class, 
admissible — that  the  Court  must  put  its  own  construction  upon 
each  will. 

The  only  canon  here  applicable  is,  that  the  Court  will  adopt 
that  rule  of  construction  which  will  soonest  vest  the  estates  of  the 
parties. 

The  result  of  such  a '  rule  is,  that  Martha  ParJdnson,  upon 
her  surviving  the  tenant  for  life,  took  a  vested,  indefeasible 
interest. 

What  is  it  that  the  testatrix  has  disposed  of?  Not  rents,  divi- 
dends, and  income,  but  ^'  all  my  real  and  personal  property ;"  that 

(1)  16  Bcav.  367.  (3)  10  Jr.  Ch.  Rep.  (N.S.)  14. 

(2)  Law  Eep.  7  H.  L.  388.  f *)  Law  Rep.  7  H.  L.  408. 

(6)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  46. 
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is  to  say,  she  gives  the  income  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  capital     y.-o.  B. 
to  her  children :  Da  Costa  v.  Keir  (1) ;   QaUand  v,  Leonard  (2) ;        1375 
Eome  V.  PiUans  (3).  Olivaht 

In  O'Mahoney  y.  Burdett  (4),  and  Ingram  v.  Soutten  (5),  the  in- 
tention to  give  only  a  life  estate  was  too  clear. 

It  is  inconceiTable  that  the  testatrix,  having  once  disposed  of 
the  capital  of  her  estate,  should  alter  her  intention,  and  in  a  par- 
ticular event  hand  it  over  to  somebody  else. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

This  is  a  question  which,  no  doubt,  has  given  a  great  deal  of 
trouble ;  but  I  find  that  two  cases  have  been  decided  in  which  the 
matter  was  fully  considered,  and  in  which  the  words  were  such  as 
I  cannot  distinguish  in  meaning  and  purport  from  those  which  I 
find  in  the  present  case.  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  the 
language  in  G'Mahoney  v.  Burdett,  and  Ingram  v.  SotMen,  from 
that  of  the  present  will.  In  those  cases  the  House  of  Lords  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  interests  which  the  daughters  took  were 
only  life  interests,  with  remainder  to  their  children,  and  I  see 
nothing  here  to  withdraw  this  case  from  the  authority  of  the  rule 
here  laid  down.  In  Ingram  v.  Soutten  I  find  that  the  decision  of 
Vice-chancellor  Malins  was  the  same  as  that  of  the  House  of 
Lords;  the  view  of  the  Lords  Justices  who  dififered  from  the 
Yioe-Chancellor  was  overruled,  and  the  original  decision  was 
maintained.  , 

Mr.  Ince  has  endeavoured  to  draw  a  distinction,  on  the  ground 
that  the  testatrix  has  used  the  words, ''  all  my  real  and  personal 
property ;"  but  I  cannot  think  that  makes  any  substantial  differ- 
ence. The  decision  in  0*Mahoney  v.  Burdett  had  reference  to  a 
legacy  of  £1000  stock,  and  the  principle  must  be  the  same  whether 
the  property  consists  of  land,  money,  or  anything  else. 

As  to  the  rule  in  JEd/wards  v.  Edwards  (6),  I  might  have  fol- 
lowed it ;  but  I  cannot  do  so,  inasmuch  as,  in  my  opinion,  it  has 
been  abrogated  by  the  tribunal  of  last  resort  in  the  country,  and 

(1)  3  Russ.  360. '  (4)  Law  Rep.  7  H.  L.  388. 

(2)  1  Sw.  161.  (5)  Ibid.  408. 

(3)  2  My.  &  K.  15.  (6)  15  Beav.  357. 
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y.-0.  Bi     the  sum  and  sabstance  of  the  decisions  of  the  Honse  of  Lords  I 
1875        take  to  be,  that  when  there  is  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of  death 
.  QuTAirr     without  issue,  that  must  be  held  to  mean  a  death  without  issue  at 
WsraRT      ^^y  time,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears  in  the  will ;  and  that 
—        the  introduction  of  a  previous  life  estate  does  not  alter  that  prin- 
ciple of  construction. 

Mr.  Everitt : — 

There  remains  the  question  whether,  upon  the  death  of  a  child 
without  issue,  following  the  death  of  a  child  leaving  issue,  the 
share  is  to  go  over  in  thirds  or  in  fourths. 

The  Vioe-Chanoellob  said  that  the  question  was  answered  by 
the  express  words  of  the  will.  The  share  was  to  be  divided  among 
"  the  children  then  living.**  At  the  date  in  question  there  were 
three  children  living,  hence  the  share  must  go  over  in  thirds. 


The  following  are  minutes  of  the  order : — 

Declare  that  the  interests  of  the  children  of  Ann  Nicholson,  on  their  death 
leaving  issue,  go  to  their  respective  children  living  at  their  respective  deaths: 

Declare  that  the  share  of  the  child  of  Ann  Nicholson  who  died  without  issue 
devolved  upon  the  three  children  of  Ann  Nicholson  who  were  living  at  the  death 
of  such  child : 

Costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Solicitor :  Mr.  Johntton. 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  OASES.  225 


ASHHURST  V.  MASON.  v.-c.  b. 

[1873    A.    83.]  1875 

ASHHURST  V.  FOWLER.  ^<^r^^  3. 

[1873    A,    84.] 

ContribiUian —  Wrong-doers — Company — Directors — Ultra  Vires — Partlceps 

Criminis, 

Shares  of  a  company  were  (pursuant  to  an  ultra  vires  resolution  of  the 
board)  purchased  and  transferred  into  the  name  of  A.,  a  director,  in  trust  for 
the  company : — 

Eeld,  that  A,  was  entitled  to  contribution  from  the  directors  who  con- 
curred in  the  transaction,  for  calls  which  he  had  paid. 

A  local  director  present  at  a  meeting  in  London,  at  which  the  minutes  of 
the  last  meeting,  when  it  was  resolved  to  transfer  the  shares  to  a  trustee  for 
the  company,  were  read  and  confirmed,  though  not  present  until  after  the 
commencement  of  the  proceedings,  and  denying  all  knowledge  of  the  resolu- 
tion or  transaction : — 

Held  to  have  been  affected  with  notice,  and  liable  in  respect  of  the  trans- 
action. 

But  another  local  director,  present  only  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  at  which 
the  formal  minute  of  approval  of  a  transfer  to  A,  was  confirmed  :-* 

Hdd  not  to  have  been  affected  with  notice,  and  not  liable. 

Land  Credit  Company  of  Ireland  v.  Lord  Fermoy  (1)  distinguished. 

L  HESE  were  suits  by  the  chairman  of  the  English  Asauranee 
Company,  now  in  liquidation,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  con- 
tribution from  the  Defendants,  his  co-directors,  in  respect  of  calls 
already  paid  and  hereafter  to  be  paid  on  certain  shares  transferred 
into  the  joint  names  of  the  Plaintiff  and  J.  E.  LeyJand,  manager 
of  the  company,  and  accepted  by  them  at  the  request,  as  it  was 
alleged,  of  the  Defendants. 

The  suit  of  Ashhurst  t.  Mason  related  to  250  shares  which  in 
1867,  upon  the  formation  of  the  company,  were  allotted  to  Henry 
Brockett,  one  of  the  directors,  and  registered  in  his  name.  In 
April,  1869,  Brodcett  resigned  his  directorship,  and  in  July  fol- 
lowing he  applied  to  Leyland,  the  manager,  and  requested  him  to 
get  him  relieyed  of  his  250  shares.  It  was  at  first  proposed  at  a 
meeting  of  the  board  held  on  the  7th  of  September,  1869,  and 
attended  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  chairman  of  the  company,  and 

(I)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  763. 
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the  Defendant  Mason,  that  the  250  shares,  on  which  nothing  had 
been  paid,  shonld  be  transferred  into  the  name  of  Leyland  alone, 
and  be  held  by  him  as  trustee  for  the  company.  The  minutes  of 
this  resolution  were  read  to  the  board  at  a  meeting  of  the  14th  of 
September,  attended  by  the  Plaintiff,  H.  Fotvler,  E.  Coventry, 
T.  Simpson^  and  /.  J3.  S.  Keytvorth,  and  duly  confirmed.  At  a 
board  meeting  held  on  the  5th  of  October,  1869,  and  attended  by 
Fowler,  Simpson,  Coventry,  and  the  Plaintiff,  Leyland  suggested 
that  it  would  not  be  right  that  the  shares  should  stand  solely  in 
his  name,  and  that  the  Plaintiff's  name  should  be  added.  The 
Plaintiff,  according  to  his  statement,  at  first  objected,  but  upon  the 
express  arrangement  that  his  co-directors  should  hold  him  harm- 
less against  all  consequences — ^^  see  him  through  it " — ^he  agreed 
that  Brocketfs  250  shares  should  be  registered  in  the  joint  names 
of  himself  (the  Plaintiff)  and  Leyland.  A  resolution  was  accord- 
ingly passed  that  the  shares  should  be  transferred  into  the  joint 
names  in  trust  for  the  company. 

In  his  cross-examination  in  Court  the  Plaintiff  adhered  to  bis 
statement,  that  when  the  shares  were  put  into  his  name  he  in- 
tended that  the  whole  body  of  directors  should  hold  him  harm- 
less, and  that  there  was  an  expression  of  general  assent  on  their 
part 

The  shares  were  accordingly  transferred  into  the  names  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  Leyland  on  the  6th  of  October,  1869,  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  articles  of  association.  The  transfer  was  laid 
before  a  meeting  of  the  directors  held  on  the  12th  of  October, 
and  attended  by  Mason,  Fowler,  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  thereat 
approved.  At  a  meeting  held  on  the  19th  of  October,  attended  by 
Fowler,  Coventry,  and  the  Plaintiff,  the  minute  as  to  the  transfer 
was  confirmed.  Fresh  certificates  were  not  issued,  as  the  shares, 
when  transferred,  were  considered  as  held  in  trust  for  the  company. 

This  transfer,  and  the  subsequent  purchase  by  the  directors  of 
Fliers  shares,  were  transactions  uUra  vires  at  the  time  they  were 
entered  into,  it  being  provided  by  the  articles  of  association 
(clause  39)  that  the  directors  might  invest,  either  temporarily  Qr 
permanently,  all  or  any  of  the  funds  of  the^  company  on  G^vem^ 
ment,  real,  or  personal  or  on  other  securities  or  investments  being, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  directors,  of  an  approved  kind,  and  includ- 
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ing  shares  in  any  other  company,  bnt  so  that  (except  as  there* 
inbefore  authorized)  the  shares  be  not  in  any  company  in  which 
the  liability  of  the  shareholders  was  not  confined  to  the  amount 
unpaid  on  their  respective  shares. 

A  special  resolution  was  passed  on  the  11th  and  confirmed  on 
the  26th  of  February,  1870  (after  the  completion  of  both  transac- 
tions), that  clause  39  be  altered  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
words  :  *^  and  may  from  time  to  time  with  and  out  of  the  funds 
of  the  company  purchase  any  shares  in  the  company  which  may 
be  offered  for  sale,  and  at  their  discretion  either  to  re-sell  or  hold 
the  same  in  trust  for  the  company." 

The  second  suit  {AMiurri  v.  Fowler)  related  to  100  shares  which 
were  allotted  in  1867  to  John  Elder,  who  died  in  September,  1869. 
Mrs.  NdeTy  his  widow  and  executrix,  being  anxious  to  get  rid  of 
these  shares,  applied  to  the  company  to  find  a  purchaser  for  them, 
intimating,  that  if  this  were  not  done  proceedings  would  be  taken 
to  wind  up  the  company.  It  was  ultimately  agreed  by  the  direc- 
tors that  Elder's  estate  should  be  relieved  of  the  100  shares,  and 
that  Mrs.  Elder  should  receive  £100  for  them.  As  in  the  case  of 
BrocketCi  250  shares,  Elder'i  100  shares  were  transferred  into  the 
names  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Leyland  in  the  same  way,  and  upon 
the  same  alleged  understanding ;  but  the  directors  present  at  the 
meetings  of  the  General  Purposes  Committee,  when  these  dealings 
with  Elder's  shares  were  authorized  and  confirmed,  were  not  the 
same  as  those  present  at  the  meetings  when  BrochetCs  shares  were 
dealt  with.  The  100  shares  were  transferred  by  Mrs.  Elder  in 
December,  1869,  and  on  the  18th  of  January,  1870,  at  a  meeting 
attended  by  Fowler,  T.  Simpson^  Sir  J.  Bowe,  E.  Coventry,  and 
the  Plaintiff,  it  was  resolved  that  a  cheque  for  £100  should  be 
drawn  and  signed  and  paid  to  Mrs.  Elder.  The  cheque  was  drawn 
and  signed  by  H.  Fowler  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  countersigned  by 
the  manager.  The  minutes  of  this  meeting  were  read  and  con- 
firmed at  a  meeting  of  the  25th  of  January,  1870,  attended  by 
M.  Fowler,  Mason,  T.  and  J.  Simpson,  E.  Coventry,  and  the  Plain- 
tiff At  •  a  meeting  of  the  1st  of  February,  1870,  attended  by 
Fowler,  Mason,  E  Coventry,  Sir  J.  Bowe,  Biehard  Coles,  and  the 
Plaintiff,  the  transfer  was  approved ;  and  finally,  at  a  meeting  of 
the  8th  of  February,  1870,  attended  by  Fouler,  Mason,  Coventry, 
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and  the  Plaintiff,  the  minntes  of  the  1st  of  February  were  read 
and  confirmed. 

On  the  2nd  of  December,  1870,  it  was  resolved  to  wind  up  the 
company  voluntarily,  and  the  Plaintiff  and  two  others  were  soon 
afterwards  appointed  liquidators. 

The  Plaintiff  and  Leyland  had  been  settled  on  the  list  of  con- 
tributories  in  respect  of  the  250  and  100  shares,  and  Let/land 
being,  as  it  was  stated,  unable  to  pay,  the  Plaintiff  had  had  to  pay 
calls  to  a  large  amount  in  respect  of  both  sets  of  shares,  and  to 
repay  the  £100  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company  in  respect 
of  Elder'a  shares,  and  was  liable  to  further  payments. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  two  bills  were  filed  against  the 
directors  and  Leyland,  charging  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Leyland  had 
accepted  and  held  the  250  and  100  shares  in  trust  for  and  subject 
to  the  joint  control  of  the  Defendants  the  directors,  and  that  they 
became  liable  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  and  Leyland  from  all 
losses  and  damages  sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  their  accept- 
ance of  fresh  shares,  subject,  however,  to  such  contribution  as 
under  the  circumstances  the  Plaintiff  was  himself  liable  to  con- 
tribute towards  such  indemnity.  The  bills  prayed  declarations 
of  the  liability  of  the  Defendants,  other  than  Leyland,  to  pay 
or  contribute  towards  payment  of  the  calls  and  costs  already 
paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  future  caUs,  &c.,  in  equal  proportions ; 
and  that  if  any  of  the  Defendants  should  be  unable  to  pay  his 
full  proportion  of  the  contribution  the  other  contributors  were 
liable  to  make  good  the  same  in  the  like  proportions ;  and  that 
each  of  the  Defendants  the  directors  was  liable  forthwith  to  recoup 
to  the  Plaintiff  the  amount  already  paid  by  him  for  calls  and  costs 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  less  the  Plaintiff's  proportionate  share 
of  such  calls  and  costs. 

By  their  answer  the  Defendants  disclaimed  any  trust  or  any 
beneficial  interest  in  the  250  or  100  shares,  and  denied  that  such 
shares  had  been  transferred  to  or  were  held  by  the  Plaintiff  and 
Leyland  upon  any  trust  for  the  directors  or  any  of  them,  either 
jointly  with  the  Plaintiff  or  otherwise,  or  upon  any  trust  whatever, 
except  a  trust  or  intended  trust  for  the  company.  They  also  sub- 
mitted that  not  being  eestuis  que  trust  of  the  shares,  and  never 
having  entered  into  any  contract  to  that  effect,  they  were  not 
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liable  in  equity  or  otherwise  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  and  Ley-     y.-o.  B. 
land  against  any  loss  or  liability  incurred  in  respect  of  the  shares.       1875 
They  also  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  had  of  his  own  accord  asso-    ashhubot 
ciated  himself  in  the  transaction,  and  that  so  far  from  haying      ^^^ 

been  solicited  by  them  to  allow  the  shares  to  be  transferred  into       

his  name,  he  had  himself  induced  his  co-directors  to  concur  in         «, 
or  ratify  the  transaction. 

The  directors  from  whom  contribution  was  sought  in  the  suit 
of  Aahhurst  y.  Mason  (relating  to  Brocketfs  shares)  were  Mason, 
Fowler,  Coventry ^  T.Simpson,  Sir  J*.  BotDO,  and  Key  worth;  in 
Ashhurst  y.  Fowler  (relating  to  Mder's  shares).  Fowler^  Mason, 
Coventry,  T.  Simpson,  Sir  /.  Eowe,  J.  Simpson,  and  Coles. 

Sir  /.  Bowe,  who  was  since  deceased,  had  compromised  with 
the  Plaintiff,  by  whom  he  was  now  represented  for  the  purposes  of 
contribution.    J,  Simpson  did  not  appear. 

Keyworth,  one  of  the  Defendants  to  Ashhurst  y.  Mason,  who  had 
become  bankrupt  since  the  institution  of  the  suit,  was  not  one  of 
the  ordinary  directors,  but  an  ex  officio  member  of  the  board,  as 
chairman  of  the  Liverpool  Local  Committee  of  Management.  By 
his  affidavit,  and  by  the  yoluntary  answer  of  Banner,  his  trustee  in 
liquidation,  it  was  stated  that  until  after  the  company  went  into 
liquidation,  Keyworth  was  quite  ignorant  of  the  application  by 
Broehett  to  be  relicTed  of  his  shares,  and  also  ignorant  of  the  meet- 
ing of  the  10th  of  September,  1869,  and  the  resolution  alleged  to 
have  been  then  come  to  and  afterwards  confirmed ;  and  that  he 
never  was  a  party  to  or  cognisant  of  any  such  resolution  or  con- 
firmation. .  He  was  present  at  the  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors 
held  on  the  14th  of  September,  1869,  **  but  not  for  the  whole  time 
that  such  meeting  continued,  for  I  did  not  enter  the  room  in  which 
such  meeting  was  held  until  after  the  commencement  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  such  meeting."  During  his  presence  at  that  or  any 
other  meeting  of  the  board  no  such  resolution  (for  the  transfer  of 
BroeketCs  shares  in  trust  for  the  company)  was  reported  or  con- 
firmed, and  he  was  not  priyy  to  or  concurring  in  or  cognisant  of 
any  such  arrangement.  He  had  never  ratified  or  confirmed  the 
transaction  with  regard  to  the  alleged  transfer,  or  been  privy  to 
or  concurring  in  or  cognisant  of  any  such  alleged  ratification  or 
confirmation. 
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Coles,  a  Defendant  to  AMvurst  y.  Fowler,  was  a  member  of  the 
SowthampUm  Local  Board  of  Directors^  and  as  such  an  eaH)fficio 
member  of  the  London  Board.  He  happened  to  be  in  London  on 
the  Ist  of  February,  1870,  and  attended  the  weekly  meeting  of 
the  board  on  that  day,  when,  as  appeared  from  the  minute  book, 
after  reading  and  confirming  the  minutes  of  the  board  meeting 
and  of  the  general  purposes  committee  of  the  25th  of  Januaiy 
(which  did  not  refer  to  the  transfer  in  question) — 

''  Transfer  of  100  shares  from  the  executrix  of  the  late  /•  Elder 
to  Ashhurst  and  LeyUmd  approved.*' 

He  stated  that  he  never  had  anything  to  do  with,  and  had  no 
knowledge  whatever  of,  the  transaction. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  LocoeJc  Wdi),  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

A  bill  will  lie  to  enforce  contribution  between  persons,  one  of 
whom  has  paid  that  which  is  the  debt  of  all ;  and  the  objection 
that  the  Defendants  acted  upon  the  advice  and  representation  of 
the  Plaintiff  (even  if  that  were  the  case)  would  not  enable  them  to 
throw  the  whole  responsibility  upon  him :  Lingard  v.  Bromley  (1) ; 
Wright  V.  Eimter  (2) ;  Wilson  v.  Ooodman  (3).  The  dealings 
with  these  shares  were  no  doubt  ttUra  vires,  but  the  Plaintiff  is  not 
thereby  precluded  from  suing  his  co^directors,  to  compel  them  to 
contribute  to  make  good  the  loss  that  has  arisen,  there  being  no 
such  rule  as  that  a  wrongdoer  can  in  no  case  file  a  bill :  Baynard 
V.  Woolley(A) ;  or,  a  fortiori,  a  person  who  has  merely  concurred  in 
an  act,  not  illegal  but  unauthorized,  and  where  the  liability  does 
not  arise  ex  delicto. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  the  legendary  case  of  a  suit 
by  a  highwayman  against  his  comrade  of  the  road  for  a  partner- 
ship account  of  his  share  of  the  plunder  (5).] 

In  the  case  of  a  tort  a  bill  will  not  lie,  but  where  there  has' been 
merely  a  civil  wrong,  or  as  here,  an  act  which  was  merely  uUrd 


(1)  1  V.  &  B.  114. 

(2)  5  Ves.  792. 

(3)  4  Hare,  54. 

(4)  20  Beav.  583-584. 

(5)  The  case  referred  to  is  that  of 
John  Everet  y.  Joseph  WUliams,  about 
1725 :  see  Pothier  on  Obligations,  vol. 


iL  p.  3  ;  LindleyoTL  Partnership,  p.  188. 
It  appears  that  the  Plaintiff,  or  a  high- 
wayman of  that  name,  was  hanged  at 
Tyhum,  February  1729-30 ;  the  De- 
fendant at  Maiddont  1735;  and  the 
solicitor  was  convicted  of  robbery  1735, 
but  reprieved  and  only  transported. 
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wes  but  not  in  itself  illegal,  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  relief  is  not 
affected.  Messrs.  Keyworth  and  CoUs  are  clearly  liable  with  the 
other  directors,  as  the  transactions  in  question  were  done  with 
their  knowledge  and  concurrence,  and  at  all  events  were  brought 
to  their  notice ;  and  haying  acted  in  the  affairs  of  the  company, 
and  attended  meetings  at  which  the  transfers  were  resolved  upon 
or  confirmed,  they  cannot  escape  from  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
jrom  their  acts :  Lefroy  v.  Qcre  (1) ;  Oharitabh  Gorporaiion  v. 
Sutton  (2) ;  Joint  Stock  Dmawnt  Company  v.  Brown  (3).  If  they 
-did  not  actively  request  the  Plaintiff  and  Leylcmd  to  accept  the 
trust  upon  which  the  shares  were  held,  they  at  least  acquiesced  in 
ihe  arrangement,  and  are  bound  by  it. 

Mr.  Boffshaive,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  O.  Bagshawe^  for  the  Defendants 
Mason^  Fowler,  Coventry,  and  T.  Simpson : — 

The  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  relief^  as  his  bill  is  framed  upon 
the  theory  of  the  Plaintiff  being  a  trustee  of  these  shares  for  the 
Defendants,  bis  co-directors,  and  as  such  entitled  to  be  indemnified 
by  his  cestuis  que  trust  against  any  liability  that  might  arise  out 
of  the  transaction;  but  he  has  failed  to  establish  any  trusty  while 
the  alleged  cestuia  que  trust  have  throughout  disclaimed  any 
trust  in  their  favour.  In  the  absence  of  express  contract  to  that 
offect,  a  contract  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  against  liability  in 
respect  of  the  shares  will  not  be  implied.  We  have  offered  to 
make  good  the  £100  which  the  Plaintiff  has  been  compelled  to 
repay  to  the  funds  of  the  company  in  respect  of  Elder's  share,  and 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  sait  up  to  the  time  of  our  offer,  and  we 
submit  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  anything  more. 

[They  cited  Phene  v.  OiUan  (4) ;  James  v.  May  (5).] 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BlaJcestey,  for  Keytcorffi  and  Banner 
(EeywortVs  trustee  in  liquidation),  Defendants  to  the  suit  of 
AsKhurst  v.  Mason,  contended  that  no  liability  attached  to  Eey- 
worthy  who,  as  chairman  of  the  Liverpool  Board,  was  a  merely 
-eoD-offieio  member  of  the  London  Board,  and  not  one  of  the  regular 
directors.    He  did  not  come  into  the  room  where  the  meeting  was 
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being  held  on  the  14th  of  Febru&ry,  1869,  nntil  after  the  trans- 
action had  been  agreed  upon.  He  never  sanctioned  the  proceed- 
ing, and  cannot  eyen  be  affected  with  notice  of  the  transaction* 
As  between  co-directors  there  is  no  snch  thing  as  constructive 
liability.    They  cited  Joint  Stock  Discount  Company  v.  Brown  (1). 

Mr.  Jackson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  North,  for  Coles,  a  Defendant  to 
Ashhwst  V.  Fowler,  submitted  that  no  liability  wai9  established 
against  him :  Land  Credit  Company  of  Ireland  v.  Lord  Ferm<iy  (2).. 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply : — 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  establish  the  existence 
either  of  a  trust  or  of  a  contract.  The  right  of  contribution 
asserted  by  him  is  a  right  founded  in  the  doctrines  of  equity, 
''bottomed  and  fixed  on  general  principles  of  justice,  and  does  not 
spring  from  contract,  though  contract 'may  qualify  it " :  Bering  v. 
Lord  Winchdsea  (3). 

The  liability  in  respect  of  these  shares  has  been  incurred  by  the 
common  act  of  all  the  directors,  who  would  each  and  every  one  of 
them  be  entitled  to  compel  the  others  to  contribute  to  this  common 
liability;  and  the  right  of  contribution  is  not  affected  by  the 
circumstance  that  these  shares,  for  which  they'all  became  liable  as 
trustees  for  the  company,  were,  as  a  matter  of  convenience,  trans- 
ferred into  the  names  of  one  of  themselves  (the  Plaintiff),  and 
Leyland  as  their  servant  or  agent.  With  respect  to  the  liability 
of  Keyworth  and  Cdes,  they  attended  meetings  of  the  company  at 
which  these  transactions  were  confirmed,  and  cannot,  by  not 
having  taken  care  to  inform  themselves  of  what  was  going  on, 
escape  from  the  consequences  of  their  acts  as  directors :  JoirU  Stock 
Biscovmt  Company  v.  Brotvn. 

[The  Vice-Chanckllob  referred  to  Land  Credit  Company  of 
Ireland  v.  Lord  Fermoy.'^ 

In  that  case  Mr.  Mmster,  who  was  exonerated,  was  not  put  upon 
inquiry,  and  credit  was  given  to  his  denial  of  any  knowledge  of 
the  transactions.    It  may  be  admitted  that  the  case  against  Coles 


(1)  Law  Kep.  8  Eq.  381.  (2)  Law  Rep,  5  CL  763. 

(3)  1  Wh.  &  T.  L.  C.  4tli  Ed.  pp.  100, 103. 
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is  not  so  strong  as  against  Keyworth,  but  we  submit  that  he  was 
pot  upon  inquiry  by  attending  the  meeting  of  the  2nd  of  February, 
1870,  and  therefore  is  liable  together  with  the  others. 

« 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  singular,  but  the  principles  governing  it  are,  I  think, 
reasonably  plain.  Taking  the  case  of  Mr.  Brocketfs  shares  first : 
The  gentlemen  composing  the  board  were  of  opinion  that  to  take 
them  and  hold  them  in  trust  for  the  company  would  be  a  very  good 
thing,  and  they  arrange  a  plan  by  which  it  can  be  done.  The  first 
proposal  was  that  M.v.Leyland,  the  manager,  should  take  these  shares 
into  his  name,  that  the  company  might  have  the  benefit  of  them. 
That  was  afterwards  changed  by  adding  the  name  of  Mr.  Ashhurst, 
the  Plaintiff;  and  Mr.  Ashhurst  did  not  object  to  do  that  which  he 
and  they  thought  was  right  at  the  time.  They  thought  it  was 
beneficial,  for  the  company  did  not  know,  as  I  am  very  willing  to 
beliere,  that  it  was  beyond  the  powers  of  them  as  directors,  or  of  the 
company  however  represented,  to  acquire  shares.  Accordingly, 
that  piece  of  machinery  having  been  resorted  to,  and  resorted  to 
by  persons  who  counsel  it  and  who  act  in  it,  if  and  when  a  lia- 
bility arises,  no  matter  from  what  cause  or  by  what  accident,  it 
would  be,  in  my  opinion,  against  the  very  first  principles  of  law 
and  justice  to  say  that  any  of  them  who  have  caused  this  thing 
to  be  done  should  escape  from  the  consequences  that  ensue.  That 
is  really  the  whole  case,  and,  as  alleged  upon  the  bill,  it  is,  I  think, 
sufficiently  proved. 

It  would  be  out  of  all  reason  to  suppose  that  either  Leyland,  who 
was  merely  the  manager  of  the  company,  or  Aahhurst,  who  hap- 
pened to  be  chairman,  should  take  upon  themselves  any  risks  or 
any  consequences  personally.  It  is  not  their  invention,  it  is  not 
their  first  suggestion,  but  it  is  a  common  design  entertained  by 
several  persons,  and  the  means  of  carrying  tliat  design  to  its 
accomplishment  is  that  the  transfer  should  be  'made  in  these  two 
names.  Unless  I  could  say  that,  in  justice,  Mr.  Aahhurst  is  bound 
to  bear  the  whole  of  this  burden,  because  he  had  imprudently  per- 
mitted his  name  to  be  used,  the  next  consequence  must  be  that 
they  who  have  procured  his  name  to  be  used,  who  have  adopted 
his  name  to  carry  into  effect  their  design,  must  reasonably  con- 
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tribute  to  the  loes,  since  loss  has  happened.  That  rests  upon 
universal  principles.  There  can,  I  apprehend,  be  no  doubt  in  the 
world  about  it.  The  affidavits  of  Leyland  and  AsKhurd  prove  in 
detail  the  fact  that  the  liability  possible,  but  not  then  very  much 
contemplated,  as  I  am  willing  to  believe,  was  present  to  the  minds 
of  Ashhibnt  and  of  the  gentlemen  whom  he  names  in  his  affidavit, 
and' to  whom  he  mentions  the  subject.  He  says,  ^^  You  will  stand 
by  me,**  and  they  say,  readily,  "  Yes."  Without  saying  the  con- 
sequences would  have  been  the  same,  I  do  not  think  the  case 
would  be  determined  if  that  feature  were  wanting.  At  deliberate 
meetings  of  these  directors  the  plan  is  suggested  in  detail,  and  it 
is  shewn  that  Mr.  Brockett  was  ready  to  resign  his  shares,  of  which 
he  got  tired.  Whether  he  paid  for  them  does  not  appear.  It  is 
clear  that  no  money  passed.  No  pecuniary  advantage  was  to  result 
to  any  of  the  persons  connected  with  that  transaction,  and  it 
having  been  done  by  the  common  assent  of  the  gentlemen  who 
were  present  at  the  meetings  it  is  impossible,  in  my  opinion,  to 
resist  the  conclusion  that  they  are  all  equally  liable  to  bear  any 
burden  that  has  ensued  thereupon. 

Mr.  Keywarfh  stands  in  a  somewhat  different  position,  no  doubt ; 
but,  being  present  at  the  meeting,  and  having  an  opportunity  (if 
he  came  in  so  late  that  he  did  not  hear  the  previous  minutes  read 
and  the  resolution  by  which  they  were  confirmed)  of  looking  at 
the  book,  which  was  there  upon  the  table  before  him,  it  would 
be  in  the  highest  degree  dangerous  to  permit  directors  or  other 
persons  having  the  management  of  companies  to  say,  when  any 
particular  incident  arises,  or  there  comes  to  be  a  pinch  upon  it, 
"  At  that  moment  my  thoughts  were  elsewhere ;  I  did  not  hear 
it;  in  fact  I  was  thinking  of  something  else."  There  are  no  means 
of  testing  that :  there  is  the  plain  evidence  afforded  by  the  book 
that  he  was  there  present  when  the  minutes  were  read.  He  says 
in  his  affidavit,  that  he  was  present,  but  not  for  the  whole  time, 
for  he  did  not  enter  the  room  until  after  the  commencement  of  the 
proceedings  of  such  meeting.  That  is  a  most  important  statement. 
Although  he  may  not  have  been  there  for  the  whole  £ime,  although 
he  may  have  entered  after  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings, 
he  might  have  heard  the  resolution  read.  He  says,  ^'  Neither  ^as 
at  that  or  any  other  meeting  such  resolution  reported  or  con- 
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firmed."  But  that  is  not  a  contradiction  of  the  written  record 
contained  in  the  books.  He  says  farther^  **  I  was  never,  prior  to 
nor  until  after  the  company  went  into  liquidation,  cognizant  of  any 
determination  that  the  alleged  250  shares,  or  any  other  shares, 
should  be  transferred  into  the  joint  names  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
manager,  instead  of  into  the  name  of  the  manager  alone.*'  That 
does  not  coyer  or  touch  the  point,  because  the  first  resolution  was 
that  the  transfer  should  be  into  the  name  of  the  manager  alone, 
and  the  second,  into  the  names  of  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Ashhurd,  and 
the  manager.  [His  Honour,  after  further  reference  to  KeywortVs 
affidavit,  and  to  his  statement  that  he  was  ignorant  of  any  such 
meeting  as  was  alleged  to  have  taken  place  on  the  17th  of  February, 
1869,  continued : — }  But  he  was  there,  and  there  it  is  recorded 
in  the  book,  and  proved  by  the  evidence.  The  report  was  made, 
and  the  resolution  was  read  and  confirmed  at  that  meeting. 

I  was  struck  at  first  with  the  case  of  Land  Credit  Company 
of  Ireland  v.  Lord  Fermoy  (1),  and  I  thought  it  might  have 
a  dioeer  application  to  the  present  case  than  I  think,  on  exami- 
nation, it  has;  because,  as  has  been  truly  said,  all  that  was 
reported  there,  all  that  the  persons  present  at  the  meeting  can 
be  bound  to  take  notice  of,  was,  that  the  executive  committee,  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duties,  had  reported  to  the  company  that, 
in  the  ordinary  discharge  of  its  business,  cheques  had  been  signed 
for  loans  to  the  secretary  and  another.  There  was  nothing  par- 
ticular in  that.  There  was  no  reason  why  anybody  present  should 
object  to  that ;  the  complaint  was  that  the  loans  had  been  im- 
properly made ;  and  if  the  proposition  for  the  loans  to  Mr.  CosteRo 
and  the  other  gentlemen  named  had  by  the  evidence  in  that  case 
been  brought  to  the  attention  of  Mr.  Munster,  then,  according  to 
the  decision  of  Lord  Haiherhy^  he  would  have  been  fixed.  Here, 
what  is  said  to  attract  his  attention  is  that  the  shares  were  to  be 
taken  in  trust  for  the  company,  and  to  be  put  in  the  names  of  the 
two  individuals  mentioned.  If  he  knew  that,  I  think  that  he  must 
be  taken  to  have  known,  or  at  least  the  law  would  hold  him  to 
have  known,  that  if  any  loss  ensued  upon  that,  he  and  the  other 
persons  who  sanctioned  that  proceeding  would  be  liable  for  the 
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loss ;  and  that  is  the  whole  of  his  case.  The  cross-examination  of 
Mr.  Ashhurst  leaves  the  eyidence  exactly  as  it  was  before.  Mr. 
Leyland  has  not  been  cross-examined.  Those  things  upon  which 
I  can  act  with  certainty  and  with  more  satisfaction  than  oral  de- 
positions are  the  minute  books  themselyes,  and  I  find  the  transac- 
tions there  recorded  in  a  manner  which  does  not  admit  of  a 
possibility  of  doubt  or  dispute.  For  very  good  reasons,  as  they 
thought — for  reasons  in  respect  of  which  no  moral  blame  can  be 
imputed  to  them — they  considered  it  expedient  that  these  shares 
should  be  dealt  with  in  the  manner  shewn.  They  counsel,  they 
resolve  upon  it ;  it  is  done ;  when  done,  it  is  done  wrongly ;  and 
being  done  wrongly,  a  pecuniary  liability  ensues ;  and  it  would 
be  against  every  principle  of  justice  and  reason  that  the  persons 
who  were  parties  to  the  transaction  should  say  to  the  one  of  them 
who,  by  their  resolution  and  direction,  is  by  name  only  the  person 
under  a  legal  liability,  that  he  should  bear  that  exclusively  as 
between  him  and  themselves. 

The  case  of  Mr.  CkiUs  does,  I  think,  differ  in  very  important 
particulars  from  the  other.  He  says — and  nobody  questions  it — 
that  he  knew  nothing  at  all  about  the  matter ;  neither  about  the 
payment  of  the  £100  (in  respect  of  Elder's  shares),  nor  about  the 
taking  the  shares  or  anything  else.  There  is  nothing,  that  I 
can  see,  that  he  is  fixed  with  that  would  probably  put  him  upon 
inquiry.  He  comes  in  by  accident,  and  finds  something  recorded 
as  having  been  done  which  did  not  concern  him.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  case  against  Mr.  Coles  fails,  and  he  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs.  As  against  the  other  Defendants,  I  think  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  relief  which  he  seeks  in  both  suits. 


Minute  of  Decree  {Ashhurzt  v.  Mason) : — Upon  application  of  Plaintiflf  let 
Defendant  Leyland  be  appointed  to  represent  the  late  Defendant,  Sir  J,  Rowe^ 
for  the  purposes  of  this  suit. 

Let  Plaintifif  pay  Defendant  Leyland  his  costs  of  this  suit,  excluding  there- 
from the  costs  of  any  appearance  at  the  hearing. 

Declare  that  Plaintifif  and  Defendants  Mason,  Fowler^  Coventry,  T,  Simpson^ 
and  Defendant  Keyworth  became  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  contribute  to 
and  make  good  the  calls  paid,  and  all  further  calls,  if  any,  to  be  paid  by  Plaintiff 
on  the  250  shares  transferred  to  him  and  Defendant  Leyland  as  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  Defendants  JIf.,  £,  C,  and  8.,  and  Defendant  L.  as  such  repie- 
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sentative  as  aforesaid,  and  Defendant  Banner  (as  the  trustee  in  liquidation  of 
Keyvoorihy  and  out  of  his  estate),  ought  respectively  to  repay  to  Plaintiff  the  respec- 
tive shares  of  Defendants  M.<,  F.^  6\,  8.,  i?.,  and  K.y  of  all  such  calls,  and  as  to 
the  said  calls  already  paid  with  interest  on  such  shares  respectively  at  the  rate  of 
4  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  respective  dates  of  the  payment  of  such  calls  by 

Plaintiff  until  the  date  of  this  decree.    And  it  appearing  by  the  affidavit  of 

that  Plaintiff  has  already  paid  in  cash  or  been  allowed  on  account  by  the  liqui- 
dators, the  sum  of  £2312 10«.  in  respect  of  the  said  calls  in  the  following  sums 

on  the  following  dates ,  Order  each  of  the  Defendants  M,,  F,,  C,  and  8,  to  pay 

to  Plaintiff  within  ten  days  from  the  service  of  this  decree  the  sum  of  £ ,  being 

his  one-seventh  share  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  several  principal  sums  as  paid 
by  Plaintifi^  together  with  £ ,  being,  as  appears  by  the  said  affidavit,  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  interest  at  4  per  cent,  per  annum  less  tax  on  the  said  principal  sum 

of  £ from  the  date  of  this  decree  until  payment  thereof.    And  Plaintiff  is  to  be 

at  liberty  to  prove  under  the  liquidation  of  the  Defendant  K.  for  the  Uke  sum  of 

£ ,  being  his  one-seventh  share  of  the  said  principal  sums,  and  for  the  sum  of 

£ ,  being,  as  appears  by  the  said  affidavit,  the  aggregate  amount  of  interest  at 

4  per  cent,  &c.,  on  his  one-seventh  share  of  the  said  principal  sums  respectively  to 
the  Ist  October,  1873,  being  l^e  date  of  the  appointment  of  Defendant  Banner  as 
trustee  of  Defendant  K*8  liquidation.  Order  Defendants  M,,  /*.,  C,  and  8,,  and 
Defendant  B,,  to  pay  the  Plidntiff  his  costs  of  this  suit  (including  therein  such  costs 
as  he  shall  have  paid  to  Defendant  Leyland),  such  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  Taxing 
Master,  who  is  not  to  include  the  costs  of  the  summons  referred  to  in  Plaintiff's  bill 
(for  removing  Plaintiff's  name  from  the  list  in  respect  of  these  shares).  Liberty  to 
Plaintiff  to  apply  in  Chambers  as  to  payment  of  such  portion  of  the  said  sums  of 

£ for  which  Plaintiff  is  to  be  allowed  to  prove  under  the  liquidation  as  the 

Plaintiff  may  be  unable  to  recover  thereunder,  and  as  to  the  payment  of  any  sub- 
sequent interest  in  respect  of  the  one-seventh  share  of  the  Defendant  K.  Liberty 
to  Plaintiff,  in  case  of  his  failing  to  recover  from  any  of  the  other  Defendants  the 
sums  hereinbefore  ordered  to  be  paid  by  Defendants  respectively  for  principal  and 
interest  as  aforesaid,  to  apply  in  Chambers,  as  he  may  be  advised,  to  obtain  con- 
tribution towards  the  payment  of  such  sums  by  the  other  Defendants  and  payment 
to  him  of  such  contributions,  and  generally,  as  there  may  be  occasion. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Lawrance,  Plews,  &  Oo. ;  Messrs.  Parker  & 
Clarke ;  Messrs.  Westall,  Bdberts,  (&  Barlow  ;  Mr.  F.  C.  Qreenjield. 


V.-0.  B. 

1875 


ASHHUBST 
V, 

Mason. 

ashhubst 

«. 
FOWLEB. 
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v.-o.  B.  WALDY  V.  GBAY. 

1875  [1873    W.    187.] 

^jM-jTie,  20.       NotU»^S6licitW'^Fmud--PriorUy^Purcha9w  /or  Value  without  notice. 

W.f  the  acting  trustee  of  a  marriage  settlement,  duly  advanced  £2000»- 
part  of  the  trust  funds,  upon  mortgage  of  real  estate,  of  which  he  took  a 
conveyance  to  himself  and  his  oo-trustee,  and  obtained  possession  of  the 
title-deeds.  C,  the  mortgagor,  was  a  client  of  W,,  who  was  a  solicitor. 
Afterwards  W,  fraudulently  handed  over  all  the  deeds  to  C,  (7.  suppressed 
the  mortgage  deeds,  and  deposited  the  rest,  in  March,  1865,  with  a  bank  to 
secure  his  current  account.  The  manager  of  the  hank  requiring  a  certificate 
of  title,  C,  referred  him  to  W,,  who  signed  a  certificate,  in  the  manager's 
handwriting,  at  the  foot  of  the  memorandum  of  deposit :  **  I  hereby  certify 
that  Mr«  C,  has  a  good  title  to  the  above  properties,"  for  which  tiie  bank 
paid  him  a  fee.  In  1868  W,  became  bankrupt,  whereupon  the  fact  of  the 
deposit  with  the  bank  was  discovered  by  the  oo-trustee  and  the  benefidaiies ; 
and  the  bank  were  informed  of  the  trustees'  claim.  In  1869  C.  died,  and 
the  mortgage  deeds  could  not  be  found.    In  1878  W,  died. 

On  bill  by  the  beneficiaries  and  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement  against 
the  bank,  praying  for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  first  mortgagees, 
and  for  delivery  up  of  the  titie-deeds : — 

ffddf  that  by  reason  of  the  fraud  of  W.  notice  of  the  first  mortgage  could 
not  be  imputed  through  him  to  the  bank,  and  that  the  bank  were  mortgagees 
for  value  without  notice  of  the  prior  mortgage. 

Decree  against  the  bank  for  foreclosure  simply,  following  Eeath  v.  Crea* 
lock  (1),  without  any  order  for  delivery  up  of  the  title-deeds. 

Secondary  evidence  of  the  missing  deeds  having  been  duly  made  and 
executed,  admitted,  and  found  sufficient 

Cause. 

By  the  settlement^  dated  the  Ist  of  May,  1858,  executed  shortly 
before  the  marriage  of  Charles  Bichard  William  Waldy  and  Laura 
Sendyahe,  after  reciting  that  a  sum  of  £4000  belonging  to  Laura 
Sendyshe,  and  invested  on  mortgage,  had  been,  together  with  the 
secorities,  assigned  to  Thomas  Waters  and  Henry  Temple  Waldy^ 
it  was  agreed  and  declared  that  Waters  and  Temple  WaJdy^  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  stand  possessed  of 
the  £4000  and  interest,  in  trust,  from  and  after  the  solemniza- 
tion of  the  marriage,  ^'  either  to  permit  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  to  remain  in  its  then  state  of  investment,  or  ^with  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  22. 
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consent  in  writing  of  the  said  Charles  Biehard  WilUam  Waldy  and     Y.-O.  B. 
Laura  Waldy,  during  their  liyes,  or  of  the  sarviyor  of  them  during        1875 
his  or  her  life^  and  after  the  death  of  such  suryiyor  then  in  the      -Wawt 
discretion  of  the  tmstees  or  trostee  for  the  time  being  of  this      ^*- 

settlement,  to  call  in  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  said  sum  of       

£4000,  and  to  lay  out  and  inyest  the  same  in  the  name  or  names 
of  the  said  trustee  or  trust'Oes  in  or  upon  any  of  the  Goyemment 
stocks  or  funds  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  on  mortgage  of  free- 
hold, copyhold,  or  leasehold  estates  in  England  or  Wales,  and  not 
in  Ireland  or  elsewhere  (such  leasehold  estates  haying  not  less 
than  40  years  unexpired),  and  with  such  consent,  or  in  such  dis- 
cretion as  aforesaid,  to  change  the  inyestments  from  time  to  time 
for  any  others  or  other  of  the  kind  prescribed ;"  and  should  hold 
the  fund  upon  trust  during  the  joint  liyes  of  Laura  Waldy  and 
diaries  Waldy,  to  pay  the  income  to  Laura  Waldy  to  her  separate 
use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  the  death  of  one  of 
them  to  the  suryiyor  for  her  or  his  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the 
suryiyor,  upon  trust  as  to  the  capital  of  the  fund  for  the  issue  of 
the  marriage  as  therein  mentioned,  and  if  no  such  issue,  for  Laura 
Waldy  absolutely. 

Of  this  settlement.  Waters  was  the  acting  trustee.  He  was  a 
solicitor,  liying  and  practising  at  Winchester.  Mr.  Temple  Waldy, 
the  other  trustee,  liyed  at  DarUngton,  and  had  also  practised  as  a 
solicitor. 

In  about  1859  the  mortgage  debt  of  £4000  was  paid  off  by  the 
mortgagor,  and  the  money  was  received  by  Waters, 

In  February,  1861,  Waters,  with  the  consent  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Charles  Waldy,  agreed  to  lend  the  sum  of  £2000,  part  of  the 
£4000,  to  John  Cave,  a  client  of  his ;  and  by  a  deed  dated  the 
28th  of  February,  1861,  and  made  between  Cave  of  the  first  part, 
WiUiam  Courtney,  a  mortgagee  of  Cave,  of  the  second  part,  and 
Waters  and  Temple  Waldy  of  the  third  part,  in  consideration  of 
£2000  paid  to  Courtney  as  mortgagee,  with  interest,  Courtney 
transferred  the  mortgage  debt  of  £2000,  and  Courtney  and  Ca/ve 
granted  certain  freeholds  in  Southgate  Street,  Winchester,  and 
assigned  certain  leaseholds  in  the  same  street,  to  Wat^s  and 
Temple  Waldy,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
by  way  of  mortgage  to  secure  the  debt  and  interest  at  £5  per  cent. ; 
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y.-G.  B.     and  Waters  and  Temple  Waldy  declared  that  the  debt  belonged  to 
1875        them  upon  a  joint  account.  Shortly  afterwards  the  £2000  was  duly 
^^^^Y      P^^^  to  Courtney y  and  the  title-deeds  of  the  Southgate  Street  pro- 
J^'         party  were  delivered  to  Waters. 

—  In  1864,  Cavey  by  letter  dated  the  7th  of  April,  proposed  to 

Waters  that  he  {Cave)  should  take  the  title-deeds  of  the  Sauthffoie 
Street  property  and  deposit  in  exchange  an  agreement  for  a  lease 
for  ninety-nine  years  of  an  estate  at  Alum  jSay,  Freshwatery  Isle 
of  Wight,  of  which  estate  Cave  was  under  agreement  to  grant 
building  under-leases.  He  offered  also  to  deposit  with  Waters 
two  acceptances  for  £1000,  and  to  undertake  to  sign  an  agreement 
to  execute  a  mortgage  of  the  property  for  £2000  if  required  by 
Waters  to  do  so. 

In  answer,  Waters  wrote  on  the  same  day  to  say  he  should  have 
no  objection  to  accept  the  security  proposed  to  be  substituted  for 
the  title-deeds  of  the  house  and  garden  in  Southgaie  Street,  upon 
certain  terms  as  to  payment  by  Cave  of  stamp  duties  and  expenses, 
and  that  the  agreement  for  lease  should  be  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  same  and  of  the  £2000,  until  mortgage,  which  was  to 
be  executed  by  Cave  whenever  Waters  or  his  co-trustee  should 
require. 

To  these  terms  Cave  assented ;  and  having  thus  obtained  pos* 
session  of  the  title-deeds  of  the  Sotdhgate  Street  property.  Cave,  on 
or  about  the  14th  of  April,  took  them  to  the  Winchester  branch  of 
the  London  and  County  Bank,  of  which  he  was  a  customer,  and 
where  his  account  was  then  or  soon  afterwards  considerably  over- 
drawn. The  manager,  John  Keen  Youldon,  informed  Cave  of  a 
rule  of  the  bank  as  to  obtaining  a  solicitor's  certificate  of  title, 
whereupon  Cave  referred  the  manager  to  Waters,  and  the  manager 
on  the  14th  of  April  sent  the  deeds  to  Waters,  and  asked  him 
to  give  his  certificate  and  schedule.  Waters  thereupon  gave  the 
manager  a  certificate  of  title,  and  received  a  fee  of  £2  2a.,  which 
sum  was  paid  to  him  by  Cave's  cheque. 

The  documents  were  deposited  with  the  bank  on  the  16th  of 
April,  1864,  and  were  entered  in  the  "  security  book  "  of  the  bank 
as  being  of  the  estimated  value  of  £2000,  and  consisted  of  the 
title-deeds  to  the  houses  and  land  in  Southgaie  Street,  and  did 
not  comprise  either  the  original  mortgage  or  the  transfer  of 


Gray. 
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February,  1861.    The  mortgage  was,  in  fact>  concealed  from  the     V.-C.  B. 
bank.  1875 

The  secnrity  books  shewed  that  on  the  3rd  of  March,  1865,  the  w^y 
above  parcel  of  deeds  was  given  up,  and  that  a  few  days  after- 
wards the  same  deeds,  together  with  a  counterpart  of  a  lease  of 
Wesi  Close,  Freshwater,  of  the  estimated  value  of  £1250,  were  re- 
deposited  by  Cave.  On  this  occasion,  as  on  the  former,  the  mort- 
gage was  not  disclosed  to  the  bank. 

A  men^orandum  signed  by  Cave  on  this  occasion,  and  witnessed 
by  Youldoriy  dated  the  10th  of  March,  1865,  was  produced.  It  was 
on  a  printed  form,  the  blanks  being  filled  up  in  Youldon's  hand- 
writing. At  the  foot  was  the  following  memorandum  written  by 
Yovldony  and  signed  by  Waiers : — *^  I  hereby  certify  that  Mr.  John 
Cave  has  a  good  title  to  the  above  properties. — Thomas  Waters^ 

After  these  transactions  the  interest  on  the  £2000  was  regu- 
larly paid  to  Mrs.  Charles  WMy,  until  about  1867,  when  the 
payments  began  to  be  irregular,  and,  after  inquiries  and  cor- 
respondence, Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Waldy  instructed  a  solicitor 
to  ask  for  explanations  from  Waters,  but  the  answers  were  un- 
satisfactory ;  and  on  the  28th  of  April,  1868,  a  bill  Vas  filed 
by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Waldy  and  their  children  ngainst  tlie 
trustees. 

On  the  17th  of  June,  1868,  Waters  was  adjudicated  a  bank- 
rupt ;  and  thereupon,  though  at  what  precise  date  did  not  appear, 
the  facts  with  regard  to  the  proposed  substitution  of  security  for 
the  £2000,  and  the  deposit  by  Cave  of  the  deeds  with  tbe  bank, 
became  known  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  and  Mr.  Temple  Waldy.  ^ 

On  the  29th  of  October,  1869,  John  Cave  died  intestate. 

In  January,  1870,  a  creditor's  suit  was  instituted,  to  which  James 
Farquharson  Cave,  the  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  of  John  Cave,  was 
made  Defendant,  and  in  February,  1870,  letters  of  administration 
of  John  Caves  estate  were  granted  to  James  F.  Cave. 

Notices  of  the  claim  of  the  Waldys  having  been,  in  March,  1870, 
served  on  the  bank,  followed  by  counter  notices  by  the  bank  to 
withdraw  such  claim,  in  October,  1871,  Mr.  Whitehead,  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Charles  Waldy's  then  solicitor,  had  an  interview  with  Mr. 
Collins,  the  solicitor  of  the  bank,  and  the  nature  of  the  trustees* 
claim  was  stated.  A  negotiation  followed,  without  success. 
Vol.  XX.  B  2 
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V.-O.  B.         By  a  deed  of  conveyance  dated  the  3rd  of  January,  1872,  exe- 
1875        cuted  in  obedience  to  orders  of  the  Court  in  the  last-mentioned 
Waldt      suit,  all  the  interest  of  the  late  John  Cave  in  the  Southgate  Street 
Qhky       property  was  assigned  to  trustees  for  the  bank. 

In  July,  1872,  a  formal  claim  on  the  bank  on  behalf  of  the 

Waldys,  demanding  delivery  up  of  the  title-deeds,  was  refused. 

On  the  17th  of  February,  1873,  Thomas  Waters  died. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  on  the  15th  of  August,  1873,  by  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Charles  Waldy  and  their  children,  who  were  infants,  and 
the  trustee  Henry  Temple  WaJdy,  against  Chray^  the  registered  officer 
of  the  bank,  alleging  that  Cave  induced  WaterstohAud  over  to  him 
all  the  deeds  upon  some  promise  of  giving  him  some  other  secu- 
rity in  their  place,  and  that  Cave  handed  them  all,  except  the 
mortgage  deeds,  which  he  retained,  to  the  bank ;  that  the  Plainti£P, 
Temple  WaUdy^  was  until  recently  wholly  ignorant  that  Waters 
had  parted  with  the  custody  of  the  deeds,  and  charged  that  the 
deposit  gave  the  bank  no  title  as  against  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that 
the  bank  had,  through  Waters^  who  acted  as  their  solicitor,  or 
otherwise,  notice  of  the  mortgage  and  of  the  beneficial  interest  of 
the  first  named  Plaintiffs  therein. 

The  bill  prayed  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  for  principal 
and  interest,  and  costs,  upon  the  security  of  the  mortgage  of  the 
28th  of  February,  1861 ;  for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  a  first  mortgage  or  charge  on  the  hereditaments  com- 
prised in  the  deed  of  the  28th  of  February,  1861,  in  priority  to 
the  bank,  for  the  amount  which  should  be  so  found  due,  with  the 
costs  of  the  suit ;  in  default  of  payment,  for  foreclosure ;  and  that 
the  bank  might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  to  the  Plaintiff*,  Temple 
Wdldy,  the  deeds  relating  to  the  mortgaged  premises  in  their  pos- 
session ;  and  for  other  relief. 

The  registered  officer  of  the  bank  by  his  answer  said  that,  inas- 
much as  Waters  became  a  bankrupt  in  1868,  when  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  have  ascertained,  and  almost  certainly  did  ascertain, 
the  position  of  their  trust  estate,  and  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiff 
Temple  Waldy  served  the  bank  with  the  notice  in  March,  1870,  he 
did  not  believe  that  the  Plaintiffs,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Waldy, 
had  only  recently  discovered  the  facts  relating  to  the  deposit. 
He  said  that  Youldoriy  the  manager,  did  not  appear  to  have  con- 
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suited  Mr.  CoUins,  the  'solicitor  of  the  baiik>  or  any  solicitor  on     y.-O.  B.* 
behalf  of  the  bank,  but  appeared  to  have  accepted  the  certificate        1875 
of  Cave's  own  solicitor,  namely,  Waters  ;  that  WaJters  was  not  the      waldt 
solicitor  of  the  bank,  and  the  bank  never  paid  him  any  fee  or       q^^ 

remuneration  for  advice  or  business  of  any  kind  done  by  him  for        

them ;  nor  were  the  bank  in  any  sense  his  clients.  He  alleged 
that  the  bank  were  purchasers  for  value  without  notice,  and  were 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  their  mortgage;  submitted  that  the 
Plaintiffs  had  by  their  laches  lost  any  title  to  relief  they  might 
otherwise  have  had ;  denied  that  the  bank  were,  or  ever  had  been, 
in  possession  of  the  mortgage  deeds ;  and  put  the  Plaintiffs  to 
strict  proof  of  the  alleged  deeds. 

Amongst  the  secondary  evidence  put  forward  in  proof  of  the 
missing  deeds  were  drafts  of  the  original  mortgage  from  Cave  to 
Cowrtneyy  dated  the  20th  of  December,  1858,  of  a  further  dharge 
dated  the  31st  of  August,  I860,  of  an  agreement  in  1860  to  allow 
the  money  to  remain  for  three  years,  and  of  an  assignment  dated 
the  29th  of  August,  1860,  from  Waiers  to  Cave^  of  some  part 
of  the  property,  indorsed  on  a  lease  which  had  been  granted  to 
JTofers. 

These  were  produced  by  Charles  William  Waters,  son  of  Thomas 
WaierSy  who  was  one  of  the  Plaintiffs'  witnesses,  out  of  the  reposi- 
tories of  his  late  father.  They  appeared  to  be  the  drafts  from 
which  the  deeds  were  engrossed. 

The  draft  of  the  transfer  from  Courtney  and  Cave  to  the  trustees 
of  the  28th  of  February,  1861,  was  proved  by  Mr.  Whitehead  to 
have  been  sent  by  Waters  to  him,  and  to  have  been  by  him  (  WhUe' 
head)  accidentally  lost  in  a  railway  carriage. 

Other  evidence  were  entries  in  the  late  Mr.  Waters*  bill  book 
of  charges  against  Cave,  headed  *'  Be  Yourself  and  Courtney  to 
Waldy  and  another,"  in  relation  to  the  transfer,  and  to  the  obtain- 
ing and  witnessing  of  Courtney's  signature.  These  entries  were 
proved  by  Harry  Marman,  a  dork  of  the  late  Mr.  Waters,  to  have 
been  in  the  handwriting  either  of  Bobert  Harrison  Nobbs,  a  de- 
ceased clerk  of  Waters,  or  of  himself. 

Amongst  Waters'  papers  was  found  the  following  memorandum, 
in  his  handwriting,  and  indorsed  on  a  draft  letter,  or  certificate, 

B2  2 
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v.-O.  B.     with  schedule  of  deeds  (being  a  copy  of  the  usual  bank  form  of 
1875       memorandum  of  deposit). 

wH^t         «  1864.    14  April  to  1  March,  1865. 

Geay.  Be  Mr.  Cavers  property,  Souihffote  Street. 

**  Schedule  of  deeds  herein  with  London  and  Gotmty  Banh,  &c. 
"  Copy  my  certificate  of  title,  14  April,  1864.  «  T.  W. 

"  I  enclosed  to  /.  K.  Y.  next  day,  and  received  my  fee.  See 
diary.  *'  T.  W. 

"  Deeds  and  original  of  this  returned  to  me  by  J.  K.  T.  Latter 
cancelled  and  burnt,  and  former  put  with  Wdldy^s  security. 

« T.  w.    i/s/es.** 

The  diary  for  the  year  1864,  above  referred  to,  kept  by  Waters, 
and  found  amongst  his  papers,  contained  the  following  entries,, 
under  date  the  7th  of  April,  1864 : — 

**  Waldy'a  Trust.  Mr.  Cave  proposed  to  me  to  exchange  his 
£2000  security  for  a  security  on  his  Alum  Bay  lease  and  two 
£1000  acceptances,  and  which  I  consented  to,  the  £2000  security 
getting  less  and  less  valuable  every  day,  and  I  found  -  might  not 
realize,  when  required,  the  mortgage  security  to  be  prepared  as- 
soon  as  I  might  get  it  done.  See  mem.  with  papers. — T.  W,  This 
proposal  originated  in  consequence  of  Mr.  Cave  requiring  advances- 
for  carrying  out  his  scheme  for  building  thereon  as  temporary 
through  L,  and  Coj/.^  and  to  deposit  deeds  there. 

'^  By  cash  of  him,  my  fee  as  offered  and  paid  8  Jany. 

«  T.  W.    £25." 

In  the  same  diary,  under  date  the  14th  of  April,  1864,  appeared 
the  following  : — '^  London  and  County  Bank.  Be  Cave's  Deposits. 
Pursuant  to  your  instructions  (pro  J.  K.  Y.).  Perusing  deeds  left 
with  me  herein  as  to  title  appearing  thereon  in  "ifi.  Cave,  and- 
considering  and  writing  certificate  thereof.  Copy  schedule  accom- 
panying, and  preparing  same,  also  certificate,  &c.  Paid  same  time, 
by  cash,  £2  28." 

In  another  diary  kept  by  Waters  in  1865,  appeared  an  entry 
for  the  2nd  of  March : — **  Waldys  Trust.  Deeds  returned  to  me 
by  Mr.  Cave.  Further  security  to  be  prepared  on  completing  tho 
security  of  the  Freshwater  estate  under  Cave's  Trust. — T.  fT." 
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Under  date  March  10th  appeared  the  following  entries : —  V.C. B. 

"  jr.  Cave.    With  you  Be  W.  R.  and  Fisher.    Not  satisfied,  and        J^ 
in  consequence  you  were  cramped  in  your  dealings  with  L.  and      Waldt 
County.    Wished  to  have  title-deeds  of  the  Southgale  Street  pro*       gkat. 
-perty  to  deposit  again,  and  in  lieu  to  take  the  agreements,  &c.   Re 
Ward^  and  the  memorandum  of  the  7th  April,  1864,  for  it,  and  the 
£2000,  Re  Waldy  and  self,  trustees.    Entered  into  calculation  of 
value  of  Alum  Bay  portion  of  agreement,  shewing  value  at  least  of 
£8000,  exclusive  of  Totland  Bay,  the  £8000  one-fourth  of  the  real 
value.    Handed  you  deeds  accordingly,  and  security  for  Waters 
and  Waldy,  to  be  prepared  so  soon  as  the  lease  of  Alum  Bay  ready, 
and  also  of  the  trust  funds.    Few  &  Co.  now  preparing  drafts  and 
you  were  to  have  it  for  approval,  and  let  me  know. 

*'  By  cash  of  you  as  a  douceur  in  consideration  of  my  not  delay- 
ing the  exchange  until  security  prepared.  Deposit  at  L.  and 
County  required  at  once  for  special  purposes  .  •  •  •  £25." 

All  the  above  entries  were  in  Waters*  handwriting. 

An  extract  from  Cavers  current  account  in  the  bank  ledger 
-shewed  the  following  items : — "  1864.  April  15.  Certificate  title, 
£2  2s.  June  8,  Waters,  £25."  The  ledger  for  1865  shewed  no 
entry  of  an  item  of  £2  2s.,  or  of  £25,  in  favour  of  Waters. 

Mr.  Temple  Waldy  deposed  to  his  having  in  the  year  1861  seen 
and  read  over  the  deed  of  the  28th  of  February,  1861,  and  also  the 
deed  of  mortgage  from  Cave  to  Courtney ;  and  that  both  appeared 
to  be  duly  executed.  In  the  witness-box  he  also  identified  the 
drafts  as  those  which  he  saw. 

Searches  for  the  mortgage  deeds  in  the  late  John  Cav^s  reposi- 
tories had  been  fruitless. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hadley,  for  the  Plaintifis : —  i 

The  evidence  is  conclusive  that  there  was  a  mortgage ;  and  the 
facts  lead  to  the  presumption,  first,  that  the  mortgage  deeds  were 
handed  over  by  Waters  to  Cave;  and,  next,  that  they  were  by 
Cave  destroyed.  This  is  quite  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary 
evidence. 

As  to  the  claim  of  the  bank.  Waters  could  not  authorize  Cave, 
the  mortgagor,  to  make  a  larger  estate  than  he  (Cave)  had.    Cave 
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V.-O.  B.     was  party  to  Waters^  breach  of  trust,  and  could  convey  only  his. 
1875        own  equity  of  redemption* 

Waldy  The  case  is  a  hard  one  on  the  bank,  but  it  would  be  harder 
Ghat.       ^^^  ^^>  ^^  beneficiaries,  should  bear  the  loss. 
The  legal  estate,  being  in  Waters^  must  prevail  over  the  equi- 
table title  of  the  bank :  Manningford  v.  Toleman  (1). 

A  case  greatly  resembling  this  is  Heath  v.  CreaJock  (2),  in  which 
the  judgment  of  this  branch  of  the  Court  was  upheld  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  with  the  exception  that  the  purchasers  for 
value,  without  notice  of  the  mortgage,  were  not  ordered  to  deliver 
up  the  deeds  in  their  possession.  In  other  words,  Newton  v. 
Newt(m  (3)  was  not  followed.  We  ask  for  the  same  decree  as  in 
EJBotTi  V.  Crealoch,  that  is,  a  decree  for  foreclosure.  The  Defen- 
dant, probably,  does  not  resist  this. 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Bavey  with  him),  for  the  Defendant : — 

We  put  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  strictest  proof  of  the  mortgage 
deeds.  If  the  Plaintiffs'  title  is  sufficiently  shewn,  we  cannot 
resist  a  decree  for  foreclosure. 

Mr.  Kay  (in  continuation) : — 

Then  the  question  upon  that  part  of  the  case  is  as  to  the  proof 
of  the  mortgages  and  transfer.  As  to  the  further  relief  prayed,, 
the  bank  employed  no  solicitor  except  Waters^  who  was  himself 
the  defaulting  trustee.  They  say  they  did  not  employ  him  as 
their  solicitor,  but  they  shew  it  was  their  practice  always  ta 
apply  to  a  solicitor  to  give  them  a  certificate  of  title ;  and  ia 
this  instance  they  did  apply  to  Waters^  who  was  a  solicitor.  They 
cannot  escape  the  imputation  of  the  knowledge  which  Waters  had. 
Their  plea  of  valuable  consideration  without  notice  cannot  avail 
them,  since  they  must  be  held  to  have  had  notice  through  Waters: 
AUerhury  v.  Wallis  (4).  It  is  this  that  carries  the  case  beyond 
Heath  v.  CrecUoch^  and  justifies  the  prayer  for  the  delivery  up  of 
the  title-deeds. 

(1)  1  Coll.  670.  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  135 ;  Ibid.  4  Ch. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  215 ;  Ibid.      148. 

10  Ch.  22.  •  (4)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  454. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  : — What  does  the  delivery  up  of  the     V.-O.  B 
title-deeds  matter  to  you,  if  you  get  a  foreclosure  debree  ?  1875 

Mr.  Kay : — Simply  that  we  are  saved  the  necessity  of  having      ^^^ 
recourse  to  another  proceeding.     Upon  the  evidence,  the  entries      Gbay. 
made  by  the  deceased  clerk  of  Wafers  are  admissible  as  having 
been  made  '*'  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  professional  employ- 
ment :"  Trice  v.  Torrington  (1)  ;  Taylor  on  Evidence  (2). 

As  to  costs,  the  bank  claim  to  have  the  first  charge  on  this 
property,  and  if  that  claim  is  displaced,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  costs  against  them. 

[They  also  cited  Thompson  v.  CartwrigJd  (3),  Boursot  v.  Savage  (4), 
and  BoHand  v.  Eart  (5).] 

Mr.  JEddis^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Defendant : — 

As  to  the  admissibility  of  secondary  evidence.  It  is  now  said 
the  deeds  are  destroyed,  but  this  was  not  alleged  by  the  bill.  As 
to  the  evidence  itself,  it  is  clear  that  the  contents  of  a  deed 
cannot  be  proved  by  a  copy,  unless  it  be  shewn  that  the  copy  is 
accurate :  Taylor  on  Evidence  (6). 

As  to  the  further  question,  we  rely  upon  the  principles  as  to 
notice  laid  down  in  Kennedy  v.  Oreen  (7).  We  cannot  be  held  to 
have  had  notice  of  this  mortgage.  Did  we  employ  Watersi  The 
evidence  shews  that  he  was  paid  a  fee  on  the  first  occasion  by  a 
cheque  drawn  by  Cave.  On  the  second  occasion  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  we  paid  him  anything. 

If  we  did  employ  Waters,  it  is  clear  he  was  committing  a  fraud. 
He  had  no  right  to  change  the  security  without  the  consent  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  Waldy.  Hence  he  was  committing  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  doing  so  for  a  bribe.  That  is  fraud  within  Kennedy 
V.  Green.  Under  the  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35  (passed  the  13th  of 
August,  1859),  concealment  of  deeds  by  a  vendor  is  made  punish- 
able by  fine  and  imprisonment. 

Atierhury  v.  WaUis  (8)  was  decided  on  the  principle  of  Hewitt 

(1)  1  Salk.  286;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  290.  (6)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  678. 

(2)  6th  Ed.  627.  (6)  6tli  Ed.  512. 

(3)  33  Beav.  178.  (7)  3  My.  &  K.  699,  719,  720. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  134.  (8)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  454,  466. 


V, 
GSAT. 
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V.-c.  B.  V.  Loosemore  (1),  which  was  expressly  distinguished  by  Vice- 
1875  Chancellor  Turner  from  Kennedy  v.  Qreen  (2),  on  the  ground  that 
^VT^LDT  ^^  Hewitt  Y.  Loosemore  there  was  no  fraud  in  the  original  deposit 
with  the  Plaintiff,  and  no  fraud  in  the  mortgage  to  the  Defendant 
beyond  the  concealment  (if  there  was  concealment)  of  the  prior 
deed.  In  the  present  case  we  have  both  fraud  and  concealment : 
Eiem  v.  Mill  (3). 

Boursot  v.  Savage  (4)  turned  upon  circumstances  which  led  the 
Court  to  think  the  purchaser  was  put  upon  inquiry;  and  the 
solicitor  trustee,  who  himself  committed  the  fraud,  acted  for  the 
purchaser.  If  Waters  had  executed  a  legal  mortgage  to  the  bank, 
concealing  the  prior  mortgage,  that  would  have  been  Boursot  y. 
Savage. 

In  this  instance  Waters*  conduct  was  such  as  must  lead  the 
Court  to  assume  '*  a  probability  amounting  to  moral  certainty  ** 
that  Waters  did  not  communicate  his  knowledge  to  the  bank: 
Thompson  y.  Cartwrigkt  (5) ;  In  re  European  Bank  (6) ;  Eastham 
y.  WiUcinson  (7). 

We  submit,  firsts  that  secondary  eyidence  is  not  admissible  to 
proye  the  mortgage ;  but  if  the  Court  should  think  so,  and  that 
the  eyidence  is  sufficient,  we  claim  to  be  purchasers  for  yalue 
without  notice.  In  any  case  the  utmost  that  can  be  decreed  against 
us  is  the  relief  which  was  ordered  in  Heath  y.  Crealoek  (8). 

The  fair  result  of  Totildon^s  eyidence  is,  that  the  bank  in  this 
instance  took  the  opinion  of  Waters,  not  as  their  solicitor,  but  as 
the  solicitor  of  Cave,  hence  that  Waters  was  not  the  solicitor  of 
the  bank  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule. 

The  result  of  the  cases  no  doubt  is,  that  the  mere  suppression 
of  a  deed  is  not  such  fraud  as  will  bring  the  case  within  Kennedy 
y.  Oreen.  But  here,  just  as  in  Kennedy  y.  Ch'een,  we  haye,  first,  a 
fraud  committed  by  Waters  against  the  Waldys  in  handing  oyer 
the  deeds  to  Oave  ;  and  then,  subsequently,  a  concealment  of  the 
fraud  from  us,  when  Waters  certified  that  Cave  had  a  good  title. 

As  to  costs,  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  a  second  mort- 

(1)  9  Hare,  449,  455.  (5)  33  Beav.  178 ;  2  D.  J.  &  S.  10. 

(2)  3  My.  &  E.  699.  (6)  Uw  Hep.  5  Clu  358. 

(3)  13  Yes,  114.  (7)  33  L.  T.  234. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  134.  (8)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  22. 
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gagee  who  calls  upon  the  Plaintiff^  a  first  mortgagee,  to  prove  his     V.-O.  B. 
security^  is  to  be  mulcted  in  costs.  1875 


Waieri  breach  of  trust  consisted  in  his  handing  the  deeds  to 
Cave.  That  is  not  fraud  within  Kennedy  v.  Green,  (1),  and  mere 
suppression  of  the  deeds  is  not  enough.  Hence  the  bank  is  fixed 
with  notice ;  and  we  are  entitled  to  delivery  up  of  the  title-deeds. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C. : — 

The  first  question  argued  by  counsel  for  the  Defendant  would 
have  put  an  end  to  the  suit  if  I  had  decided  it  in  their  favour. 
It  is  said  that  the  Plaintiffs  could  not,  accordiug  to  the  rules  of 
evidence,  be  entitled  to  adduce  secondary  evidence  of  the  missing 
deeds ;  and  in  that  respect  the  case  deserves  close  and  particular 
attention. 

That  there  was  a  mortgage  for  £2000  in  the  aggregate,  that 
the  mortgage  was  formerly  vested  in  Courtney,  and  that  it 
was  transferred  by  Courtney  upon  the  payment  to  him  of  the 
£2000  by  Waters,  is  I  think  very  distinctly  proved.  The  evidence 
of  Mr.  Temple  Waldy  must  be  received  here,  as  it  would  be 
received  anywhere,  as  evidence  of  the  fact,  that,  at  the  time  when 
he  was  directly  interested  in  seeing  that  the  trust  money  was 
being  properly  secured,  a  deed  was  produced,  perused,  and  ex- 
amined by  him,  and  he,  being  a  professional  man,  satisfied  himself 
that  there  was  in  existence,  lying  before  him  and  read  by  him,  the 
mortgage  upon  which  the  Plaintiffs  rely. 

That  deed  is  not  forthcoming ;  and  the  history  of  the  cause 
shews  plainly  why  it  is  not  forthcoming.  The  bill  of  costs  which 
the  Defendant  has  referred  to  shews,  I  think,  sufficiently  that 
that  deed  and  other  deeds  were  by  Watera  handed  over  to  Cave, 
and  so  the  deed  came  into  the  possession  of  Cave.  It  is  not 
forthcoming  now.  Search  has  been  made,  and  inquiries  have 
been  made,  sufficient  I  think  for  the  purpose,  from  the  son  and 
representative  of  Cave,  and  the  result  has  been  that  no  such  deed 
is  to  be  found.  The  witness  who  says  that  he  made  those  in- 
quiries has  been  cross-examined,  and  no  question  was  put  to  him 

(1)  3  My.  &  K.  699. 


Mr.  Kay^  in  reply : —  v. 


Gbay. 
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y.-O.  B.     for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  his  searches  or  his  inquiries  had 
1875        been  insufficient,  or  that  they  had  had  any  other  result  than  that 
'^^^Y      which  he  states.    Mr.  Eddis  says  very  truly,  it  was  not  for  him  by 
Q*'         cross-examination  to  supply  any  deficiency  in  the  PlaintiflTs  evi- 
— ^        dence.    I  quite  agree  with  that ;  but  I  say  that  his  objection  being 
that  the  searches  were  not  upon  the  evidence  shewn  to  be  suffi- 
cient, I  think  he  cannot  rely  upon  any  such  objection,  since  he 
has  not  availed  himself  of  the  opportunity  which  he  had  of 
proving,  as  he  might  have  proved,  by  the  cross-examination  of 
the  witness,  that  the  searches  had  been  insufficient.    I  must  take 
it,  therefore,  that  the  searches  have  been  sufficient. 

Then  it  is  said,  very  truly,  that  there  are  no  degrees  in  secondary 
evidence,  and  that  the  secondary  evidence  mainly  relied  on  by 
the  Plaintiffs  consists  of  drafts  of  deeds  (with  one  exception  where 
the  draft  has  been  lost),  and  that,  although  you  may  prove  the 
contents  of  a  deed  by  a  copy,  yet  you  must  shew  that  the  copy 
was  truly  made,  that  it  is  not  a  mere  copy  of  a  copy,  and  further, 
that  it  is  the  best  evidence  which  the  nature  of  the  case  furnishes 
upon  that  particular  topic. 

Now  it  is  not  suggested  that  any  copy  of  the  deeds  was  ever 
made.  The  drafts  are  not  tendered  as  copies  of  the  deeds.  The 
drafts  are  brought  out  of  the  repositories  of  Waters,  who  prepared 
the  deeds ;  they  are  there  standing  as  records,  to  a  certain  extent, 
of  the  contents  of  the  deeds.  The  indorsements  upon  them 
shew  that  the  deeds  were  engrossed  from  those  identical  drafts, 
and  that  they  were  duly  stamped  and  duly  executed.  In  my 
opinion,  this  is  perfectly  good  secondary  evidence. 

The  observation  I  have  already  made,  that  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Temple  Waldy  is  perfectly  good  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
\  the  mortgage  deeds  and  of  their  contents,  must,  I  think,  apply  to 

that  respecting  the  other  draft  which  was  unfortunately  lost  in 
the  railway  carriage.  Mr.  Eddia  objects  that  all  the  witness,  Mr. 
Whitehead,  says  is,  that  Mr.  Waters  sent  him  a  paper  which  he 
(  Waters)  said  was  the  draft.  I  do  not  understand  the  evidence  so ; 
but  then  there  is  other  evidence  in  Mr.  Waters^  bill  of  costs  which 
has  been  referred  to,  and  in  the  affidavit  of  his  clerk  living,  and 
the  memorandum  of  his  clerk  dead,  made  in  the  regular  course  of 
his  business,  which  satisfies  me  that  of  that  draft  there  is  good 
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secondary  evidence — evidence  upon  which  the  Court  can  with  the     V.-O.  B. 
most  perfect  safety  act^  and  upon  which  I  cannot  persuade  myself        1875 
that  a  jury  would  for  one  moment  hesitate  in  finding  the  facts  to      waldt 
be  as  they  are  alleged  by  the  Flainti£b — I  mean  those  facts  which      q^^ 

constitute  the  Plaintiffs  the  persons  beneficially  entitled  to  the       

mortgages  in  question.    It  was  for  these  reasons  I  did  not  ask  Mr. 
Kay  to  reply  upon  that  part  of  the  case. 

The  other  part  of  the  case  presents  much  greater  difficulties.  In 
all  cases  of  constructive  or  imputed  notice  the  inquiry  is  a  difficult 
and  delicate  one,  and  is  to  be  pursued  with  the  utmost  caution.  But 
Kennedy  v.  Oreen  (1)  lays  down  a  principle  which  must  commend 
itself  to  everybody's  sense  of  justice.  If  a  professional  man  is 
employed  in  a  transaction^  the  law  imputes  to  the  client  who 
employs  him  the  knowledge  which  the  solicitor  so  employed 
possesses.  But  then  that  is  subject  to  this  plain  qualification :  If 
the  disclosure  of  that  fact  of  which  knowledge  is  sought  to  be 
fixed  upon  the  client  would  have  imputed  fraud  to  the  solicitor^  it  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  the  solicitor  did  make  disclosure  of  that 
fact.  Now  a  more  gross,  plain,  palpable  fraud  than  that  which  was 
perpetrated  by  Waten  cannot  well  be  conceived.  Waters  was  a 
trustee  with  the  limited  powers  which  a  trustee  has ;  he  was  bound 
to  discharge  the  duties  which  are  incumbent  upon  a  trustee.  Those 
duties  he  violates.  He  hands  over  the  deeds  to  Cave,  as  I  think  is 
plainly  proved.  He  does  that  for  a  consideration  paid  to  him — for 
a  sum  of  £25 — I  speak  only  of  the  last  occasion,  though  there  was 
a  similar  sum  paid  to  him  upon  the  first — in  direct  violation  of 
his  duty,  by  a  transaction  in  which  he  incurred  direct  personal 
liability,  and  for  which  he  was  liable  to  be  punished.  Whether  he 
was  liable  to  be  punished  under  the  statute  or  not  it  is  not 
necessary  to  inquire,  but  that  this  Court  has  power  to  punish  a 
solicitor  trustee  who  has  so  misconducted  himself,  cannot  for  a 
moment  be  questioned.  That  it  was  a  plain,  palpable  fraud  com- 
mitted by  Waters  is,  I  think,  not  to  be  disputed. 

Now,  I  take  the  law  to  be  plain  that,  although  a  mere  suppression 
of  a  deed  will  not^  according  to  the  case  of  Atterhury  v.  WaHis  (2), 
of  itself  bring  with  it  the  same  consequences  as  other  fraud,  yet 

(1)  3  My.  &  K.  699,  719.  (2)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  484. 
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V.-C.  B.     the  suppression  of  a  material  personal  fact — the  suppression  of  a 

1875       thing  done  by  a  man  in  direct  violation  of  his  duty  as  trustee — is  an 

Waldy      act  which  must  relieve  a  Defendant  of  all  imputed  knowledge  of  the 

Gbay.      transaction  upon  any  theory  of  notice  through  a  solicitor.  I  should 

have  said  this  if  there  had  not  been  abundant  authorities  to  justify 

me  in  saying  so.  I  take  it  to  be  very  clearly  established  that  if  a 
person  employed  as  a  solicitor  has  done  things  which  if  disclosed 
would  prevent  the  perfection  of  the  security  on  which  he  is  engaged, 
which  would  shew  that  a  good  title  does  not  exist  to  that  which  he 
is  the  instrument  of  conveying  to  the  purchaser,  it  is  not  to  be 
expected  or  inferred  that  he  would  communicate  what  he  has  done 
to  his  client.  To  presume  that,  to  clients  who  were  about  to  lend 
their  money  upon  an  equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  title-deeds, 
he  would  say,  **  I  have  a  legal  mortgage  of  my  own  upon  this 
property,  which  I  can  come  and  enforce  against  you  at  any  time, 
and  deprive  you  of  the  benefit  of  the  transaction  on  which  I  am 
employed  by  you,"  would  be  monstrous,  and  is  directly  against 
authority. 

If  the  case,  therefore,  stood  on  that  alone,  I  should  say  that  no 
knowledge  is  to  be  imputed  to  this  Defendant,  and  that  the  bank 
are  entitled  to  rank  as  second,  not  as  firsts  mortgagees  of  this 
property. 

The  memorandum  of  deposit  which  has  been  referred  to  does  not, 
I  think,  in  any  proper  view  of  it,  bear  the  construction  which  has 
been  suggested.  The  bank  are  in  the  habit  of  lending  their  money 
upon  the  deposit  of  title-deeds.  The  course  of  their  business  does 
not  enable  them  to  exercise  discretion  su£Scient  to  know  whether 
the  title-deeds  tendered  to  them  do  or  do  not  shew  a  title  in  the 
person  desirous  of  borrowing.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  this, 
they  resort  to  a  professional  man  to  tell  them  whether,  a  list  of  the 
deeds  being  laid  before  him  and  the  deeds  themselves  being  shewn 
to  him  at  the  same  time,  those  deeds  shew  a  good  title  in  the  in- 
tended borrower.  That  is  the  sole  function  which  he  is  called  upon 
to  discharge ;  and  that  is  the  duty  which,  as  between  the  bank  and 
Waters,  should  have  been  discharged  by  Waters.  His  certificate  is, 
^*  I  hereby  certify  that  Mr.  John  Cave  has  a  good  title  to  the  above 
properties."    That  can  only  be  read  as  meaning,  ^'  Having  read 
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these  title-deeds,  I  say  that  they  shew  a  good  title."  Waters,  when      v.-C.  B. 
he  signed  that,  knew  that,  although  these  deeds  did  so  far  as  they        I875 
were  concerned  shew  a  good  title,  Gave  had  no  legal  estate^nly      wIldy 
an  equity  of  redemption — ^in  the  property.     I  think,  therefore,       ^^' 

upon  the  principle  of  Kennedy  y.  Cfreen  (1)  and  the  other  cases,        

and  not  [disregarding  Atterhurt/  v.  WdUis]  (2),  a  very  different  case 
from  this,  that  the  Defendant  has  a  right  to  say  that  the  bank  are 
purchasers  of  such  interest  as  they  have  acquired,  for  valuable 
consideration  and  without  notice. 

The  only  other  point  to  be  observed  upon  is  the  question  of 
costs.  Now,  I  cannot  say  that  the  bank,  assailed  as  they  are  by 
this  suit,  and  finding  a  claim  of  a  mortgage  paramount  to  theirs 
made  against  them,  without  evidence  which  they  were  bound  to 
receive  and  act  upon  being  adduced  to  shew  them  that  that  was 
so — for  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  were  bound,  until  the  hearing 
of  this  cause,  to  accept  such  evidence  as  was  shewn  to  them — ^are 
not  entitled  to  say,  "  We  have  got,  under  these  circumstances,  a 
charge  upon  this  property ;  we  say  our  charge  is  prior  to  that  of 
any  one  else ;  and  if  you,  the  Plaintiffs,  say  the  contrary,  we  put 
you  to  the  strict  proof  of  it"  This  I  think  they  have  a  right  to 
say ;  this  is  all  they  have  said,  and  in  saying  this  they  have  not,  in 
my  opinion,  gone  a  step  beyond  their  right.  The  Plaintiffs,  un- 
fortunately, in  this  case  are  likely,  I  understand,  to  lose  a  very 
considerable  part  of  the  money  which  was  lent  upon  the  security 
of  this  property.  It  is  a  very  hard  case  upon  the  Plaintiffs,  but  it 
is  not  a  less  hard  case  upon  the  Defendant — it  is  a  much  harder 
case  upon  the  Defendant.  And  when  it  is  stated  that  the  property, 
if  sold,  will  not  indemnify  the  Plaintiffs  or  pay  them  back  their 
money  and  the  costs  of  this  suit,  aU  I  can  say  is  that  I  regret  this 
very  much ;  but  it  does  not  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties.  If  a 
man,  with  a  title  not  easily  proved,  brings  his  opponent,  whose 
title  is  very  easily  proved,  into  Court,  and  says,  "  I  insist  upon 
having  a  paramount  title  over  you,"  the  Defendant  may  in  all 
reason  and  propriety,  and  with  the  utmost  fairness  (and  I  find  no 
want  of  fairness  in  any  part  of  this  case,  on  the  part  either  of  the 
Plaintiffs  or  of  the  Defendant),  say,  "  Before  I  yield  to  your 

(1)  3  My.  &  K.  G99.  (2)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  454. 
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y.-G.  B.     demand,  you  must  prove  your  title,  and  have  a  decree  made 
1875       against  me,  establishing  the  right  which  you  claim,  but  which  I  do 
Waldt      ^ot  admit,  and  cannot  take  upon  myself  to  decide." 
Q^^  I  think,  therefore,  all  that  can  be  done  is  to  make  a  decree 

establishing  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs,  as  first  mortgagees  of  the 

property  in  question.  I  cannot,  after  the  decision  in  Heath  y« 
Crealoek  (1),  make,  as  I  made  in  that  case,  an  order  for  the  delivery 
up  of  the  title-deeds.  The  Lords  Justices  have  decided  that  such 
an  order  cannot  be  made  in  a  case  such  as  this  turns  out,  in  my 
judgment,  to  be — that  is  to  say,  a  purchase  for  valuable  consider- 
ation without  notice. 

Therefore  the  only  decree  that  can  be  made  will  be  a  declara- 
tion that  the  Plaintiffs  are  first  mortgagees,  and  then  the  ordinary 
foreclosure  decree. 

Mr.  Kay : — Of  course  we  shall  be  entitled  to  the  rents  that  have 
been  received  by  arrangement. 

Mr.  Eddis : — That  will  be  going  beyond  Heath  v.  Crealoek. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that,  as  the  rents  had  by 
arrangement  been  received  by  the  bank,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  those  rents  from  the  date  of  the  arrangement. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Norris,  AHem,  dt  Carter, 
agents  for  Mr.  Francis  Simonds,  Southampton. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant:  Messrs.  Stevens,  Wilkinson,  it 
Harries,  agents  for  Mr.  Collins,  Winchester. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  22. 
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TALBOT  V.  JEVERS.  V.^.  B. 

[1866    T.  142.]  ^^^ 

WiU — Construction — Lawful  Period  of  Accumulation — Thdlusson  Act  (39  d:  40 

Geo,  3,  c,  98) — Felony — Mixed  Fund — Intestacy. 

Testator  devised  a  landed  estate,  and  bequeathed  all  his  personalty  to  a 
trustee,  upon  trust  so  to  vest  his  real  estate  in,  and  cause  his  personal  estate 
to  be  placed  under  the  control  of,  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  that  the  Court 
might  administer  the  same ;  and  then  bequeathed  several  annuities  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  realty  and  the  proceeds  of  the  per- 
sonalty, and  directed  that^  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  annuities,  the  rents, 
income,  and  produce  of  the  trust  estate  should  be  accumulated  at  compound 
interest  until  the  decease  of  the  last  surviving  annuitant,  "  or  during  such 
portion  of  such  surviving  annuitant's  life  as  the  rules  of  law  will  permit,^' 
and  on  the  decease  of  the  last  surviving  annuitant  the  whole  of  the  trust 
estate  funds  and  accumulations  to  be  applied  by  the  Court  in  the  purchase  of 
freehold  land,  to  be  conveyed  to  testator's  nephew,  G,  (?.,  and  his  heirs : — 

Eeldf  that,  of  the  rents  of  the  realty,  and  the  income  of  the  personalty, 
which  would  accrue  during  the  interval  (if  any)  which  should  elapse  after 
the  exjiration  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the 
death  of  the  surviving  annuitant,  there  was  an  intestacy : 

Held,  further,  that  G,  G.  was  not  entitled,  during  the  life  of  the  surviving 
annuitant,  to  ask  for  payment  of  the  fond  to  himself,  subject  to  provision 
being  made  for  the  annuities. 

The  Court  refused  to  make  any  order  at  present,  except  to  pay  the  an- 
nuities and  continue  the  accumulations. 

Further  coNsroERATioN. 

Stirling  Freeman  Qlover  died  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1866,  having 
by  will,  dated  the  4th  of  October,  1864,  appointed  Edtvard  Fitzroy 
Talbot  executor  thereof. 

After  a  devise  of  specific  real  estate,  called  Summer  HiU,  and 
Laeiaroo,  in  the  county  of  Corhy  to  his  nephew,  John  Power 
Olover,  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed 
a  landed  estate  and  hereditaments  in  the  county  of  Corh,  called 
Conroghchn-hro,  to  Edward  Talbot  and  his  heirs  upon  trust 
as  therein  mentioned,  and  he  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Edward 
Talbot  all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  upon  trust  ''  so  to  vest 
my  real  or  landed  estate  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Eng- 
land  that  the  same  may  be  under  the  sole  control  and  protection 
of  the  said  Court,  and  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  estate 
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y.-0.  B.     may  be  received  and  administered  by  the  said  Court  in  the 
1875        same  way  as  is  hereafter  expressed  with  reference  to  my  personal 

Talbot      property;  and  upon  trust,  as  regards  my  said  personal  estate, 
*•         property,  and  effects,  to  cause  the  same  to  be  placed  under  the 

like  control  and  direction  of  the  said  Court ;  and  for  carrying  into 

effect  such  trusts  as  regards  both  my  said  real  and  personal  estate 
and  effects,  I  hereby  direct  my  said  trustee  and  executor,  the  said 
Edward  Talbot^  without  any  delay  after  my  decease,  to  institute  a 
suit  in  the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  to  obtain  an  order  or 
decree  of  the  said  Court  for  carrying  out  my  wishes  with  regard 
to  the  trust  property  and  funds  so  to  be  vested  and  placed  in  and 
under  the  direction  and  administration  of  the  said  Court  as  herein- 
after explained." 

Testator  then  directed  that  several  life  annuities  should  be  paid 
^'  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  landed  estates,  and  out  of  the 
dividends,  interest,  and  produce  of  all  my  said  personal  property 
and  effects."  He  then  declared  that  the  annuitants  should  "  have 
no  power  in  any  way  to  sell,  encumber,  or  anticipate  their  several 
annuities,"  and  in  case  any  of  them  should  do  so,  from  and  imme- 
diately after  any  such  sale  or  anticipation  the  annuities  should 
cease  and  become  void,  and  the  amount  of  every  such  annuity 
which  might  so  cease  should  sink  into  and  form  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate.  He  then  proceeded  as  follows:  "And  I  hereby 
further  declare  my  will  to  be  that,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
said  several  annuities,  I  wish  the  rent,  income,  and  produce  of  the 
said  trust  estate,  property,  and  funds,  to  be  accumulated  in  the 
way  of  compound  interest  until  the  decease  of  the  last  survivor  of 
the  said  several  annuitants,  or  during  such  portion  of  such  sur- 
viving annuitant's  life  as  the  rules  of  law  will  permit,  and  on  the 
decease  of  the  last  survivor  of  the  said  several  annuitants,  I  wish 
and  direct  that  all  the  said  trust  estate,  funds,  and  accumulations 
thereof,  shall  be  applied  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  purchase 
of  freehold  estate  or  land  in  Oreat  Britain  or  Irdand  to  the  full 
amount  and  value  of  such  trust  estate,  funds,  and  the  accumula- 
tions thereof,  and  to  convey  and  assure  such  freehold  estate  or 
land  when  purchased  to  my  nephew,  Qeorge  Olover,  the  youngest 
son  of  my  late  brother  Oeorge,  and  to  his  heirs  for  ever." 
The  bill  was  filed  on  the  1st  of  December,  1866,  and  was  amended 
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shortly  afterwards.    As  amended,  it  was  by  Edward  FUzroy  Tal'     V.-O.  B. 
hot,  the  trustee^  against  several  of  the  annuitants,  and  George       1875 
Ohver,  when  he  shoold  come  within  the  jurisdiction,  for  adminis-     taldot 
tration  of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  so  far  as  the  same  were  legally      j^^bs. 
capable  of  taking  effect  -■"" 

By  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  dated  in  June,  1871,  it  was 
found  that  the  real  estate  of  which  the  testator  died  seised  con- 
sisted of  the  Summer  HiU  and  LacJcaroo  estate,  and  of  a  fee  farm 
rent  of  £1  78.  9d.  an  acre  (quit  rent  and  Crown  rent  excepted), 
arising  out  of  the  lands,  containing  about  seventy-two  acres,  of 
Conoughllcbbroef  in  the  county  of  Cork,  with  a  reservation  of  rights 
of  mining,  mines  and  minerals,  and  rights  of  sporting. 

It  was  also  found  that  on  the  22Qd  of  October,  1867,  Oeorge 
Olover,  the  testator's  nephew,  the  devisee  mentioned  iu  the  will,  was 
convicted  of  felony  at  Singapore^  and  sentenced  to  penal  servitude 
for  four  years. 

One  of  the  annuitants  was  still  under  age.  To  the  annuitants 
who  survived  the  testator,  five  in  number,  the  annuities  were 
regularly  paid,  and  had  since  the  25th  of  July,  1871,  been  con- 
tinued to  be  paid,  under  order  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Hamilton  Eumphret/8,  for  the  Plaintifi*. 

Mr.  Edward  Thurdan  Holland,  for  the  next  of  kin : — 

The  bequest  to  Oeorge  Olover  does  not  take  efiect  until  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  the  annuitants,  and  there  being  a  trust  to 
accumulate  in  the  mean  time,  a  question  arises  under  the  Thdhsaon 
Ad  (39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98).  The  Act  provides  (sect  1)  that  no 
person  shall  settle  or  dispose  of  any  real  or  personal  property  so 
that  the  rents,  profits,  or  produce  thereof  shall  be  accumulated  for 
any  longer  term  than  the  life  of  the  grantor,  or  twenty-one  years 
from  his  death,  or  during  the  minority  of  any  person  who  shall  be 
in  esse  at  his  death.  Here  the  annuitants,  or  some  of  them,  may, 
and  probably  will,  survive  the  period  of  twenty'-one  years.  The 
gift  of  all  accumulations  during  the  period  by  which  the  surviving 
annuitant  may  outlive  the  twenty-one  years  is,  therefore,  void : 
Eyre  t.  Marsden  (1). 

(1)  2  Keen,  664. 
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Y.-C.  B.         This  is  a  gift  of  residue,  and  the  undisposed  of  income  from 
1R75       personalty,  if  any,  daring  the  period  above  mentioned  belongs  to 
Tamot     ^^^  J^e^t  o^  ki^  •  Oddie  v.  Brown  (1) ;  Chreen  v.  QoBCoigne  (2). 

The  accumulations,  therefore,  must  be  stopped  at  the  end  of 
twenty-one  years  if  any  annuitant  should  then  be  living. 

If  any  claim  to  present  payment  should  be  made,  it  may  be 
observed  that  in  Harbin  v.  MatHerman  (3)  the  Court  refused  to 
stop  the  accumulations  on  the  ground  that  at  the  period  of  dis- 
tribution different  individuals  might  become  interested  in  the  fund 
to  those  who  were  then  entitled. 

Mr.  Fooks^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  CoopeVy  for  Qeorge  Glover : — 

In  this  case  no  accumulations  have  been  directed  beyond  the 
limits  assigned  by  the  law.  The  will  says  expressly,  ^  during  such 
portion  of  such  surviving  annuitant's  life  as  the  rules  of  law  will 
permit." 

But  if  there  had  been  no  such  limitation,  the  Court  cannot 
possibly  now  decide  the  question  between  the  legal  representatives 
and  the  Crown.  This  is  a  rent  of  about  £60  a  year ;  and  questions 
of  contribution  may  arise — questions  of  how  the  income  is  to  be 
dealt  with  during  the  life  of  the  last  surviving  annuitant^  and 
others.  Besides,  there  is  a  trust  for  administration  by  the  Court 
of  Chancery  which  the  Court  will  think  ought  to  be  executed ; 
and  Oeorge  Olover  may  die. 

If  the  Court  should  undertake  to  decide  now,  we  say  that  the 
whole  fund  has  been  impressed  with  the  character  of  real  estate, 
and  hence  is  not  forfeitable  at  all — that  being  money  directed  to 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  it  is  protected  from  being 
forfeited  as  personal  estate :  Lewin  on  Trusts  (4),  referring  to  Be 
Harrop*$  Ettaie  (5). 

If  Mr.  Olover  were  to  die  to-morrow,  this  fund  would  go  to  his 
heir-at-law.    Hence,  in  any  event»  the  Grown  is  not  entitled. 

Mr.  CoUman,  for  the  heir-at-law : — 

It  is  necessary  that  the  Court  should  come  to  some  decision  as 

(1)  4  De  a.  &  J.  179.  (3)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  669. 

(2)  4  D.  J.  d^  S.  666.  (4)  6th  Ed.  p.  668. 

(6)  3  Drtw.  726. 
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to  whether  or  not  there  is  a  partial  intestacy,  iu  order  that  diree-     Y.-C.  B. 
tioDs  may  be  given  as  to  how  the  accounts  are  to  be  kept.  1875 

There  is  a  clear  intestacy  of  the  income  daring  the  interval  (if     talbot 
any)  after  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  years.  jbvms. 

There  is  also  an  intestacy  as  to  the  eorpm  of  the  Conrogh-chn-lro       — 
estate.     It  is  given  in  trust,  but  no  trust  is  declared,  except  a 
trust  of  the  income ;  and  the  final  devise  is  a  devise  only  of  the 
land  '^  when  purchased,"  which  could  not  include  the  above-named 
estate. 

Mr.  W.  Joyce,  for  an  annuitant. 

Mr.  Hemming  for  the  Crown : — 

What  would  have  been  the  state  of  things  if  Mr.  Qhver  had  not 
been  convicted  ?  The  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  next  of  kin  were 
on  the  question  of  what  was  to  be  done  with  accumulations  that 
had  been  set  free  by  the  TheHusson  Ad.  Here  there  is  nothing 
of  the  sort,  and  those  cases  are  inapplicable.  Having  directed 
accumulation  during  the  lawful  period,  and  no  further,  the  testator 
proceeds  to  devise  and  bequeath  all  the  trust  estate.  If  the  trust 
estate  had  been  all  realty,  that  devise  would  not  have  carried  the 
undisposed  of  intermediate  income ;  if  it  had  been  all  personalty, 
it  would  have  carried  the  intermediate  income;  being  a  mixed 
fund,  the  gift  carries  the  intermediate  income  of  both,  as  if  all 
had  been  personalty :  G'enery  v.  Fitzgerald  (1).  Therefore,  both 
during  the  period  of  accumulation  and  afterwards,  the  income  falls 
into  the  residuary  gift. 

That  being  so.  Glover  would  have  been  entitled  at  any  time  to 
have  the  accumulations  stopped,  and  so  much  of  the  fund,  whether 
capital  or  income,  as  was  not  wanted  to  secure  the  annuities  paid  to 
him  immediately.    Saunders  v.  Vautier  (2) ;  Josaeiyn  v.  Jomlyn  (3). 

This  is,  in  is^  only  one  branch  of  the  general  rule  that  a 
legatee  of  full  age  is  entitled  to  take  the  property  left  to  him  as  it 
stands,  notwithstanding  that  the  testator  has  directed  that  it 
shall  be  laid  out  for  his  benefit  in  a  particular  way,  it  may  be  by 
aocumulations  or  by  investing  in  land,  or  by  purchasing  a  com- 
mission, or  otherwise. 

(1)  Jac.  468,  470.  (2)  4  Beav.  115, 118 ;  Cr.  &  P.  240. 

(8)  9  Sim.  63. 
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v.-c.  B.         In  Harbin  v.  Master  man  (1)  this  was  in  fact  acknowledged/ and 

1875        all  that  Wiekens,  Y.C,  decided  was,  that  whereas  an  ordinary 

Talbot     legatee  could  have  come  and  asked  that  the  accomnlations  might 

Jevbrs      ^  stopped,  there  was  a  difference  where  the  legatee  was  a  charity. 

—        And  that  was  a  case  in  which  the  period  of  accumulations  exceeded 

or  might  exceed  the  time  limited  by  the  Act. 

Whether  the  Crown  is  entitled  or  not  depends  upon  the  state  of 
the  fund  while  the  sentence  was  in  force.  If  a  testator  gives  real 
estate  to  A.  for  life,  and  then  upon  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  pro* 
ceeds  to  J?.,  JS.,  if  he  endures  his  sentence  during  the  life  of  A,^ 
will  not  incur  forfeiture.  The  Court  looks  at  the  state  of  the  fund 
at  the  time  when  the  sentence  is  in  force,  not  at  any  conyersion 
directed  by  the  will :  In  re  Thompsons  Trusts  (2).  And  the  con- 
verse holds  where  the  trust  is  to  purchase  real  estate.  It  does  not 
matter  that  the  felon's  interest  is  reversionary ;  the  question  is,  in 
what  state — real  or  personal — ^is  the  fund  at  the  time.  Now  here 
the  personalty  fund  has  never  been  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
realty,  and  for  purposes  of  forfeiture  it  must  be  treated  as  per- 
sonalty. 

Be  Harrop's  Estate  (3)  has  no  application.  There  the  pro- 
perty came  to  the  convict  as  land,  under  the.  express  provision  of 
a  statute. 

The  Crown  has  no  title  to  the  realty,  except  that  the  fee  farm 
r^nt  and  the  arrears  and  accumulations  of  rent  during  the  sentence 
may  be  claimed  as  personalty. 
It  will  be  necessary  first  to  apportion  the  annuities. 

Sib  Jamss  Bacon,  V.O.  : — 

In  order  to  sustain  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  it  is 
necessary  to  hold  that  Qeorge  Qlover,  but  for  the  felony,  could 
have  come  now  and  have  asked  for  the  payment  to  him  of  this 
fund,  after  provision  had  been  made  for  the  annuities.  I  cannot 
conceive  that  Qeorge  Glover  has,  or  could  have  had,  any  such 
right  The  will  is  reasonably  plain.  The  testator  gives  a  landed 
estate,  and  the  whole  of  his  personalty,  upon  trust  to  place  the 
same  under  the  control  and  administration  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 

(1)  Law  Eep.  12  £q.  659.  (2)  22  Beav.  50G.  (8)  3  Drew.  726. 
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eery,  and  directs  the  payment  of  certain  annuities  out  of  the  rents     Y.-c.  B. 
and  profits  and  annual  income  of  both  funds.    The  surplus  income       1875 
he  directs  to  be  accumulated  during  such  portion  of  the  surviying     ^^^^ 
annuitant's  life,  "  as  the  rules  of  law  will  permit ;"  and  then  there 
is  a  direction  that  all  the  trust  funds  and  the  accumulations  shall 
be  laid  out  in  freehold  estate  or  land,  which,  when  purchased,  is 
to  be  conveyed  to  Oeorge  Glover  axid  his  heirs.    There  is  no  constat 
that  when  the  termination  of  the  period  of  accumulation  arriyes, 
or  that  before  such  termination,  the  gift  to  the  heirs  of  George 
Glover  will  be  capable  of  taking  effect. 

With  reference  to  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  by  Mr. 
HcUandj  there  is  this  distinction,  that  they  are  cases  where  no 
rights  are  in  question  or  dispute,  and  hence  they  have  no  applica- 
tion to  the  present. 

Here  the  testator's  object  was  to  provide  that,  for  a  period  such 
as  the  law  allows,  the  rents  might  be  accumulated,  and  that  with 
the  accumulations,  added  to  the  fund,  a  real  estate  might  be  pur- 
chased, which  should  be  conveyed  to  George  Glover, 

If  the  period  of  twenty-one  years  should  expire  during  the  life 
of  the  surviving  annuitant,  my  opinion  is  that,  as  to  the  rents  and 
profits  during  that  period,  there  is  an  intestacy,  and  that  the  rents 
of  the  real  estate  belong  to  the  heir-at-law,  and  the  income  of  the 
personalty  to  the  next  of  kin. 

I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  this,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will,  but  I  can  make  no  order,  because,  the  testator 
having  given  a  direction — which  he  had  a  perfect  right  to  do — 
that  the  administration  of  his  estate  should  be  under  the  control 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  it  is  not  my  desire  to  frustrate  his 
intention,  or  to  prevent  the  Court  of  Chancery  from  exercising 
that  superintendence  over  the  estate  which  he  desired  it  should 
exercise. 

My  opinion  is  that,  for  so  much  time  as  the  surviving  annuitant 
shall  outlive  the  period  of  twenty-one  years,  there  is  an  intestacy. 

The  only  order  will  be  to  continue  the  accumulation,  and  pay 
the  annuities  out  of  the  general  fund ;  all  costs  to  come  out  of  the 
fund. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Gant ;  Mr.  Tripp  ;  Messrs.  Raven  db  Hare. 
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v.-c.  H.  WATKINS  V.  NASH. 

^^'^^'  [1873    W.    190.] 

Escrow — Delivery  to  Stranger — Delivery  to  Grantee*6  Solicitor. 

The  delivery  to  the  solicitor  of  the  grantee  of  an  instrument  executed  by 
the  grantor  ^vill  not  convert  the  instrument  from  an  escrow  into  a  deed, 
provided  the  delivery  is  of  a  character  negativing  its  being  a  delivery  to  tho 
grantee. 

The  definition  of  an  escrow  in  Sheppard^s  Touchstone  (1)  explained. 

JLHIS  was  a  foreclosure  suit.  Accordiug  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  the  evidence  in  the  case,  which  was  somewhat 
couflictiDg,  resulted  in  establishing  the  following  facts : — 

The  Plaintiffs,  Benjamin,  Watkins  and  William  Hutcheson  CoUins, 
were  the  trastees  of  the  settlement  executed  on  the  marriage  of 
Mr.  John  Henry  Shyrme,  a  solicitor,  practisiug  at  jBom,  in  the 
county  of  Herefordy  under  which  instrument  the  wife  took  the 
first  life  interest  in  the  settled  property. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  29th  of  November,  1866,  the  Defen- 
dant, FraTtds  Nash,  conveyed  to  the  Flaintiffj^,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  certain  freehold  hereditaments  in  the  Forest  of  Dean,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  for  securing  the  repayment  of  a  sum  of  £2000, 
part  of  their  trust  fund,  which  the  Plaintiffs  then  advanced  to 
Nash, 

In  the  year  1809,  Shyrme,  who  was  Nashua  solicitor,  informed 
the  Plaintiffs  that  Nash  was  desirous  of  paying  off  the  mortgage 
debt,  and  of  taking  a  reconveyance  to  himself,  and  a  reconvey- 
ance was  accordingly  prepared,  and  was  engrossed  on  the  indenture 
of  mortgage. 

Collins,  who  was  a  solicitor,  resided  at  Boss,  and  Watkins,  who 
was  a  farmer,  resided  nine  miles  from  Boss,  and  only  attended  that 
town  for  business  purposes. 

On  the  23rd  of  December,  1869,  Skyrme^  in  company  with 
Watkins,  called  upon  Collins  at  his  office  in  Boss,  and  at  Skyrme's 
request,  and  upon  his  representation  that  it  would  facilitate  the 

(1)  Pages  58,  50. 
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speedy  completion  of  the  matter,  Waikina  then  and  there  executed     y.a  H. 
the  reconyeyance  as  an  escrow  conditional  on  the  payment  of  the       1875 
mortgage  debt^  and  left  it  with  Cottins.  WAinirs 

Nothing  further  was  done  in  the  matter  until  the  18th  of  April, 
1872,  when  Skyrme,  in  company  with  Watkins,  called  on  CoUins, 
and  told  him  that  Nash,  the  mortgagor,  was  about  to  sell  the 
mortgaged  property,  and  intended  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  debt  in 
the  then  following  week,  and  Skyrme  then  requested  OoUins  to 
execute  the  reconveyance  so  as  to  enable  him  {Skyrme)  to  take 
it  to  London  to  be  stamped,  and  by  making  an  affidavit  that  the 
matter  had  until  then  been  unsettled  to  save  the  penalty  payable 
on  the  non-stamping  of  the  instrument.  Collins  upon  this  request 
executed  the  reconveyance  and  handed  it  to  Skyrme,  taking  from 
him  an  undertaking  in  writing  to  return  it  in  two  days,  which 
undertaking  contained  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  deed  had 
been  executed  as  an  escrow,  and  upon  the  faith  of  an  undertaking 
that  the  business  should  be  forthwith  settled. 

The  reconveyance  was  returned  by  Skyrme  to  the  Plaintiffs  a 
few  days  afterwards ;  the  mortgage  debt  was,  however,  never  paid 
to  the  Plaintiffs.  On  the  27th  of  April,  1873,  Sh/rme  died,  and 
on  the  3rd  of  June,  1873,  the  Plaintiffs  gave  Nash  notice  to  pay 
off  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest.  It  was  then  discovered  that 
Skyrme  had  fraudulently  appropriated  the  money  raised  by  Nash 
to  pay  off  the  mortgage  debt,  leaving  Nash  under  the  impression 
that  it  had  been  paid  off,  and  the  property  reconveyed  in  Decem- 
ber, 1869 ;  and  although  no  interest  had  been  claimed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  between  December,  1869,  and  June,  1873,  this  was 
accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  Skyrme  had  continued  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death  to  be  the  solicitor  of  Natih,  the  mortgagor ;  and 
by  the  fact  that,  being  the  husband  of  the  person  entitled  to  the 
first  life  interest,  Skyrme  had  always  been  permitted  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs, the  mortgagees,  to  receive  the  interest  from  Nasli  on  behalf 
of  his  wife.  The  written  undertaking  given  by  Skyrme  to  the 
Plaintiff  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  CoUins  had  been  given 
up  to  Skyrme  when  he  returned  the  reconveyance,  and  was  not 
forthcoming. 

The  only  question  in  the  suit  calling  for  a  report  was,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  reconveyance  was  an  escrow  or  not. 


26  i  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  B. 

y.-G.  H.         Mr.  W.  Pea/rson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  Thomsony  for  the  Plaintiffa : — 

^5  An  escrow  is  an  instrument  delivered  npon  condition:  if  the 

WATKIK8     condition  is  performed,  the  instrument  becomes  an  absolute  deed ; 
Nabb.      till  then,  it  continues  an  escrow ;  and  if  the  condition  is  never 
performed,  it  never  becomes  a  complete  deed  at  all :  Johnson  v. 
Baker  (1) ;  Murray  v.  Earl  of  Stair  (2) ;  Smith  on  Contracts  (3).   An 
express  declaration  by  the  party  delivering  the  instrument  that  he 
delivers  it  as  an  escrow,  obviates  all  question  as  to  his  intention  ; 
but  such  express  declaration  is  not  essential  if  that  conclusion  is  to 
be  drawn  from  the  circumstances :  Furnesa  v.  Meek  (4).    And  this 
has  been  held  to  apply  to  a  case  where  the  instrument,  after  being 
executed  by  one  party,  was  sent  to  the  agent  of  the  other  party : 
MiUership  v.  Brookes  (5).    In  the  present  case  the  reconveyance  was 
executed  by  Watkins  on  the  23rd  of  December,  1869,  not  as  a 
complete  deed,  either  to  pass  his  undivided  moiety  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  or  to  operate  as  a  discharge  of  the  mortgaged 
debt,  but  purely  as  an  escrow,  to  take  effect  as  a  deed  only  upon 
payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  not  to  be  handed  over  until 
that  was  paid.    The  execution  by  Collins  on  the  18th  of  April, 
1872,  was  of  the  same  incomplete  character ;  and  although  the 
instrument  was  handed  over,  after  he  had  executed  it,  to  a  person 
who  WAS  the  mortgagor's  solicitor,  it  was  handed  to  him  on  the 
faith  of  his  representations,  for  a  special  purpose,  upon  an  express 
written  undertaking  that  it  was  to  operate  as  an  escrow;  and  it 
was  afterwards  delivered  back  to  the  Plaintiffs.     Under  these 
circumstances  the  instrument  was  an  escrow,  and  the  legal  estate 
remains  in  the  mortgagees. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Cozens-Hardy  (Mr.  /.  0.  Chiffits 
with  them),  for  Mr.  Nash,  the  mortgagor : — 

Here  the  deed  was  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  on  two  separate 
occasions,  and  the  receipt  for  the  mortgage  money  was  duly  indorsed 
and  signed.  On  the  first  occasion  the  deed  was  delivered  by  one  con- 
veying party  to  the  other  conveying  party;  on  the  second  occasion 
it  was  delivered  by  the  second  conveying  party  to  the  solicitor  of 

(1)  4  R  &  A.  440.  (3)  6th  Ed.  pp.  8-11. 

(2)  2  B.  &  C.  82.  (4)  27  L.  J.  (Ex.)  34. 

(5)  6  U.  &  N.  707. 
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the  grantee.    It  was  laid  down  in  ShepparcPs  Touchstone  (1)  that     V.-C.  H. 
**  the  delivery  of  a  deed  as  an  escrow  is  where  one  doth  make  and        1B75 
seal  a  deed  and  deliver  it  unto  a  stranger  uutil  certain  conditions     Watxinb 
be  performed  ;'*  but,  to  remain  an  escrow,  it  is  essential  "  that  the       ^^niu 

deed  be  delivered  to  one  that  is  a  stranger  to  it,  and  not  to  the        

party  himself  to  whom  it  is  made."  On  neither  occasion  was  this 
rule  complied  witlu  Farther,  the  delivery  to  the  grantee's  so- 
licitor was  the  same  thing  as  a  delivery  to  the  grantee  himself; 
and  if  so,  an  express  declaration  by  the  party  delivering  that  he 
intended  the  delivery  to  be  conditional  would  not  prevent  the 
deed  from  becoming  absolute,  for  it  is  impossible  by  words  to 
get  rid  of  the  legal  operation  of  the  delivery :  Smith  on  Con- 
tracts (2),  citing  Holford  v,  Parker  (3)  and  Coke  upon  Littleton  (4). 
Moreover,  the  mortgagees,  having  executed  a  solemn  instrument 
reconveying  this  property,  and  having  signed  receipts  for  the  mort- 
gage-money, cannot  say  that  their  deed  is  a  nullity,  and  inoperative 
to  pass  the  legal  estate :  Hunter  v.  Walters  (5). 

Mr.  00%  Mr.  W.  L.  Selfe,  Mr.  Morgan^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cookspnt 
for  subsequent  incumbrancers. 

Sib  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

It  appears  to  me  to  be  established  by  the  evidence  that  the  deed 
of  reconveyance  was  executed  by  WatTcins  on  the  23rd  of  De- 
cember, 1869,  and  that  the  execution  of  the  deed  on  that  day  was 
intended  to  be  an  execution  of  an  incomplete  character ;  that  is, 
that  the  parties  did  not  mean  the  deed  so  executed  to  be  clearly 
and  for  all  pm*poses  operative  as  an  effectual  conveyance  as  from 
that  time,  without  more,  of  the  legal  estate  in  the  undivided 
moiety  which  alone  could  pass  by  the  execution  of  Waikins.  The 
execution  was,  I  think,  intended  to  be  only  operative  on  certain 
conditions.  I  think  it  is  also  established  by  the  evidence,  as  well 
written  as  oral,  that  the  reconveyance  was  not  executed  by  CoUina 
until  the  18th  of  April,  1872. 

That  being  so,  the  matter  is  in  this  position :  The  Plaintiffs 

(1)  Pages  58,  59.  (3)  Hob.  246. 

(2)  Page  10.  (4)  36  a. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  76,  82,  84. 
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y.«a  H.  had  a  complete  legal  mortgage  of  the  property  in  question  made 

1875  to  them  on  the  29th  of  December,  I8669  and  so  matters  remained 

Watkins  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  executed  by  Waihim  on  the  23rd  of  December, 

./*  1869.    Now,  as  to  this  execution  operating  effectually  or  not  at 

^  Aon* 

—  law,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  intended  to  be  what  is 
called  an  escrow.  But  it  is  said  that  the  deed  thus  executed  could 
not  be  an  escrow,  because  it  was  not  delivered  to  a  stranger ;  and 
that  is»  no  doubt,  the  way  in  which  the  rule  is  stated  in  some  of 
the  text-books — Sheppard's  Touchstone,  for  instance;  but  when 
those  authorities  are  examined,  it  will  be  found  that  it  is  not 
merely  a  technical  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  deed  is 
delivered  into  the  hands  of  A.  JS.,  to  be  held  conditionally ;  but 
when  a  delivery  to  a  stranger  is  spoken  of,  what  is  meant  is  a 
delivery  of  a  character  negativing  its  being  a  delivery  to  the 
grantee  or  to  the  party  who  is  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  instru- 
ment. You  cannot  deliver  the  deed  to  the  grantee  himself,  it  is 
said,  because  that  would  be  inconsistent  with  its  preserving  the 
character  of  an  escrow.  But  if  upon  the  whole  of  the  transaction 
it  be  clear  that  the  delivery  was  not  intended  to  be  a  delivery  to 
the  grantee  at  that  time,  but  that  it  was  to  be  something  different, 
then  you  must  not  give  effect  to  the  delivery  as  being  a  complete 
delivery,  that  not  being  the  intent  of  the  persons  who  executed  the 
instrument.  As  regards  the  instrument  in  question,  it  might  very 
well,  under  the  circumstances,  be  meant  and  taken  to  be  a  delivery 
by  Watkins  to  Collins^  to  be  held  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  being 
delivered  over  to  the  grantee  when  the  transaction  was  complete. 
I  see  no  difficulty  whatever  in  that  view  being  adopted. 

Then,  as  regards  the  subsequent  delivery,  when  the  deed  was 
executed  on  the  18th  of  April,  1872,  by  CoUina,  I  see  no  difficulty, 
if  necessary,  in  holding  that,  if  that  ^were  a  delivery  to  Skymie 
himself,  it  was  a  delivery  to  him  as  an  agent  for  all  parties  for  the 
purpose  of  that  delivery.  And  in  holding  that  there  may  be 
delivery  to  a  third  party  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties,  I  am  con- 
firmed by  the  authority  of  MiUership  v.  Brookes  (1). 

The  drcumstanoes  of  that  case  are  not  exactly  the  same  as  those 
in  the  present,  and  perhaps  the  person  to  whom  the  instrument  was 

(1)  5  H.  &  N.  797. 
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delivered  there  was  really  a  third  person  and  a  stranger ;  but  I  V.-C.  U. 
consider  the  principle  npon  which  that  case  proceeded  was  this :  1875 
that  the  delivery  was  not  to  the  grantee,  or  the  person  who  was  watkixb 
to  have  the  benefit  of  the  deed,  but  was  to  some  one  as  the  person 
who  was  to  hold  or  to  be  considered  as  holding  the  deed  in  an  in- 
complete state  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties.  Therefore,  if  it  be 
true,  as  it  appears  from  Mr.  Coiling  cross-examination,  that  the 
delivery  was  to  Skyrme,  I  should  not  feel  that  to  be  insuperable 
evidence  against  the  memorandum,  which  was  undoubtedly  signed 
at  the  time,  to  the  effect  that  the  deed  was  to  be  an  escrow,  and 
was  not  intended  to  be  delivered  to  the  grantee.  But  I  might 
go  further,  and  say,  if  it  were  necessary  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion, that  the  document  might  be  an  escrow,  even  though  there 
was  no  particular  person  selected  who  under  the  circumstances 
could  be  considered  as  beiug  the  person  into  whose  hands  it  was 
delivered,  it  being  clear  that  there  was  no  delivery  at  all  to  the 
grantee ;  that  the  delivery  was  not  intended  to  be  a  delivery  to  the 
grantee  at  all,  and  that  it  was  intended  to  be  an  instrument  in- 
complete as  a  transfer  of  the  legal  estate  until  the  conditions 
prescribed  had  been  performed* 

That  being  so,  it  follows  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  Plaintiffs 
retain  and  have  the  legal  estate  in  the  property,  unaffected  by 
anything  which  has  taken  place. 

[His  Honour  then  considered  the  other  points  in  the  case,  and 
made  the  usual  foreclosure  decree,  determining  the  priorities  of 
the  various  incumbrancers.] 

Solicitors:  Mr.  G.  F»  Cooke;  Messrs.  Waierhouse  dk  Winter- 
bothanif  agents  for  Mr.  3f.  F.  Carter^  Newnham ;  Messrs.  BoUon% 
Bobbins,  db  Bmk. 
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v.^.  H.        In  re  FLAGSTAFF  SILVER  MINING  COMPANY  OP 
1875  UTAH. 


•""'y  *  •        Winding-up  Petitum — Judgment  Creditor — Issue  of  Execution —  Companies  Act, 

1862,  8.  80,  siih'B.  2. 

Where  a  judgment  creditor  is  told  by  the  solicitors  of  the  company  indebted 
to  him  that  they  have  no  assets  on  which  he  can  levy,  that  is  such  evidence 
of  their  inability  to  pay  their  debts  as  relieves  him  from  the  necessity  of 
issuing  execution  in  order  to  bring  himself  within  the  Companies  Act,  1862, 
8.  80,  sub-s.  2. 

1  HIS  was  a  creditor's  Petition  to  wind  up  a  company  formed  to 
work  mines  in  Utah. 

The  Petition  was  presented  by  a  creditor  who  had  obtained  judg- 
ment against  the  company,  and  he  sought  a  winding-np  order  on 
the  ground  that  the  company  was  unable  to  pay  its  debts.  The 
Petitioner,  howeyer,  had  not  issued  execution  on  his  judgment, 
but  the  evidence  shewed  that  this  was  because  the  company's 
solicitors  had  told,  him  there  was  no  property  of  the  company  on 
which  he  could  levy.  After  the  Petition  was  presented  the  com- 
pany paid  the  Petitioner's  debt,  and  the  Petition  now  came  on  for 
hearing. 

Mr.  Lindley,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oraham  Hastinffs,  for  the  Peti- 
tioner : — 

The  Petitioner,  haying  been  paid,  no  longer  asks  for  the  winding- 
up  order,  but  he  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  Petition. 

Mr.  Greene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Orosvenor  Woodsy  for  the  company : — 

This  is  a  Petition  by  a  judgment  creditor,  and  under  the  Ocntr 
paniea  Act,  1862,  s.  80,  sub-s.  2,  a  company  cannot  be  deemed  to 
be  unable  to  pay  its  debts  unless  the  judgment  creditor  petitioning 
has  actually  issued  execution,  and  such  execution  has  been  returned 
unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part.  Here  the  judgment  creditor  has 
not  brought  himself  within  the  section  by  issuing  execution,  and 
consequently  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs. 
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Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.C.  :—  v.c. ii. 

Where  the  judgment  creditor  is  told  by  the  company  that  they  ^ 

have  no  assets  on  which  he  can  levy,  that  is  evidence  of  their  ^»  »■« 

inability  to  pay  their  debts,  so  as  to  relieve  the  judgment  creditor  Silvbb 
from  the  necessity  of  actually  levying.  The  company  must  accord-  ^^tvrxu, 

ingly  pay  the  costs  of  this  Petition.  

Solicitors :  Messrs.  JoneSy  Roberts,  &  Eale ;  Mr.  8ndl. 


p 


ETITION. 

William  WtUon,  by  will  made  on  the  12th  of  April,  1860,  after 
making  some  specific  bequests,  devised  the  residue  of  his  estate 
to  three  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife  and  his  unmarried  daughters  and  youngest  son,  and  after 
giving  certain  directions  not  material  to  be  mentioned,  the  testator 
directed  as  follows : — "  That  upon  my  youngest  child  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  my  trustees  shall  invest,  or  leave  invested 
if  already  there,  a  sufiScient  sum  to  secure  the  receipt  of  the 
annual  sum  of  £50,  which  said  sum  of  £50  shall  be  paid  by 
monthly,  or  quarterly,  or  half-yearly  instalments  as  the  dividends 


May  28. 


MICHELL  V.  WILTON.  v.-o.  H. 

[186G    M.    31.]  }^ 

WUl — Annuity^^Corpus  or  Income,         ' 

Testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  trustees  to  pay  the  iueome  for  the 
benefit  of  his  wife  and  unmarried  daughters  and  youngest  son,  and  directed 
that  upon  the  youngest  son  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  the  trustees 
should  invest  a  sufficient  sum  to  secure  the  receipt  of  the  annual  sum  of 
£50,  to  be  paid  by  instalments  as  the  dividends  were  received,  to  his  wife  for 
her  maintenance,  and  subject  thereto  the  trustees  were  to  divide  the  whole 
of  the  trust  estate  amongst  his  eight  children ;  and  on  the  death  of  his  wife 
the  amount  invested  to  secure  her  the  annual  income  of  £50  was  to  be  divided 
in  lilse  manner  amongst  his  eight  children.  The  youngest  son  attained 
twenty-one  in  1872.  The  income  arisiog  from  the  whole  of  the  estate  did 
not  amount  to  £50  a  year : — 

ffeld^  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid  any  arrears  out  of  the 
corpus* 
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y.-C.  H.     are  received  to  my  eaid  wife  for  her  maintenance^  and  subject 
1875        thereto  my  trustees  shall  diride  the  whole  of  my  said  trust  estate 
MionsLL     ^^^  effects  in  equal  shares  amongst  my  eight  children^''  naming 
Wilton.     ^^^  .  .  •  '^  and  I  further  declare  that  upon  the  death  of  my  said 
—        wife  the  amount  so  invested  to  secure  her  annual  income  of  £50 
shall  be  divided  in  like  manner  amongst  my  said  eight  children/' 
By  a  codicil  made  four  days  after  the  date  of  the  will  the  tes- 
tator declared  that  his  wife  should  be  sole  trustee. 

The  testator  died  on  the  25th  April,  1860.  The  youngest  child 
attained  twenty-one  years  of  age  in  1872. 

This  was  a  Petition  by  the  Plaintiff  (one  of  the  daughters  of  the 
testator),  alleging  that  the  income  arising  from  the  whole  of  the 
testator's  estate  would  not  amount  to  £50  per  annum,  and  praying 
that  the  costs  might  be  provided  for,  and  that  the  income  of  the 
residue  might  be  paid  to  the  widow  during  her  life  or  until  further 
order. 

Mr.  Freetinff,  for  the  Petitioner. 

Mr.  Morgcmj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CooJcson,  for  the  Kespondent — the 
widow : — 

The  testator's  primary  wish  evidently  was  that  his  widow  should 
have  £50  a  year ;  and  the  words  ^'  subject  thereto  '*  shew  that  the 
gift  to  the  children  was  subordinate  or  secondary  to  that  wish. 
The  annuity  is  therefore  payable  out  of  corpus. 

[They  referred  to  Birch  y.  Sherratt  (1),  May  v.  Benett  (2), 
Playfair  v.  Cooper  (3),  WriffTd  v.  CdUender  (4).] 

Mr.  Bevir  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Fredinff,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  cases  cited  had 
nothing  to  do  with  this  case,  and  that  it  was  governed  by  the 
decisions  in  Baker  v.  Baker  (5),  where,  as  here,  there  was  a  double 
gift  to  the  widow  and  to  the  children  after  her  death,  and  TarhoUom 
V.  Earle  (6),  where  the  facts  were  almost  identical  with  the 
present  case.    The  words  '^  subject  thereto ''  did  not  apply  to  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  644.  (4)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  652. 

(2)  1  Ruts.  870.  (6)  6  H.  L.  a  616. 
(8)  17  Beav.  187.  (6)  11  W.  R.  680. 
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corpus  at  all.    In  Foster  y.  Smith  (1)  there  was,  as  in  this  ca£iey  a  V.-G.  H. 
new  trust  after  the  widow's  death  to  divide  the  amount  inyested,       i^^ 

and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  charge  upon  the  corpus.    The  Miohsll 

cases  of  Earle  v.  BeUingham  (2)  and  Sheppard  v.  Sheppard  (3)  wilton. 
were  also  in  point. 

Sir  Ohables  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

Upon  the  authorities  this  is  an  extremely  doubtful  case.  But 
in  my  opinion  the  cases  which  may  be  considered  to  be  the  most 
like  this  are  Baker  y.  Baker  (4)  and  Tarholtom  y.  Earle  (5).  Baker 
y.  BaJcer  was  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  1858 ;  the  case  of 
WrigJU  y.  Callender  (6)  having  been  decided  in  1852  by  the  Lords 
Justices  Sir  /.  L,  Knight  Bruce  and  Lord  Oranworth,  and  Lord 
Cranworth  was  Lord  Chancellor  at  the  time  when  Baker  v. 
Baker  was  decided.  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  case  substantially 
governs  the  present.  In  reference  to  Birch  v.  Sherratt  (7),  I  may 
observe  that  there  did  not  exist  in  that  case,  as  there  does  in  this, 
a  separate  gift  of  a  fund  set  apart  to  provide  for  the  annuity. 
There  was  a  direction  in  Birch  y.  Sherratt  to  provide  for  the 
annuity  of  £100  a  year,  but  there  was  no  separate  fund  out  of 
which^to  pay  it.  It  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  annual  proceeds 
of  the  whole  property,  and  the  direction  was  that  the  trustees 
from  and  after  payment  of  the  £100  a-year  should  stand  possessed 
of  the  trust  moneys  upon  the  trusts  declared  for  other  persons. 
The  Yice-Ghancellor  Stuart  held  that  the  annuity  was  payable  out 
of  income  only,  but  the  Lords  Justices  were  of  opinion  that  it  was 
charged  on  the  corpus  in  case  of  any  deficiency  of  income.  That 
case,  therefore,  does  not  apply  to  the  present,  where  there  is  a 
separate  gift  of  the  fund  ordered  to  be  set  apart  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  for  the  annuity.  In  the  case  of  Wright  y.  Callender  the 
direction  to  set  apart  a  fund  to  proyide  for  the  annuity  was  fol- 
lowed by  another  direction  that  after  the  annuitant's,  death  the 
sum  to  be  invested  should  fall  into  the  residue.  There  was  also  a 
subsequent  direction  that  upon  the  decease  of  the  annuitant  the 

(1)  1  Ph.  629.  (4)  6  H.  L.  C.  616. 

(2)  24  Beav.  445.  (6)  11  W.  B.  680. 
(8)  82  lUd.  104.                                  (6)  2  D.  M.  &  O.  652. 

(7)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  644. 
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y.-O.  H.  fund  should  be  divided  in  like  manner  amongst  all  and  every  the 
1875  children  and  child  of  .the  persons  named.  Treating  it  as  residue 
MioBELL  ™^^  ^^^^  assisted  the  Court  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
WiLTo  Jiobody  could  take  anything  from  that  particular  fund  until  every 
part  of  the  annuity  had  been  provided  for.  There  were  other  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case  which  made  it  a  perplexing  one.  The  Lords 
Justices  who  decided  it  entertained  a  different  opinion  from  that 
of  Yice-Chancellor  Kinderdey^  and  doubted  whether  they  had 
come  to  the  right  conclusion  or  not.  In  the  present  case  the 
testator  directed  his  trustees  to  invest ''  a  sufficient  sum  to  secure 
the  receipt  of  the  annual  sum  of  £50,  which  said  sum  of  £50  " 
was  to  be  paid  in  instalments  as  the  dividends  were  received  to 
his  wife ;  that  is  to  say,  the  dividends  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
sum  so  set  apart,  and  subject  thereto.the  whole  of  the  trust  estate 
and  effects  was  to  be  divided  amongst  his  eight  children.  It  was 
contended  that  these  words  '^ subject  thereto"  have  this  effect, 
that  there  can  be  no  division  of  the  fund  until  payment  of  the 
annuity  in  full«  including  all  arrears,  and  that  would  give  to  the 
children  the  fund  in  a  diminished  state.  Though  there  is  no 
direction  that  the  fund  shall  after  the  death  of  the  widow  isll  into 
the  residue,  yet  there  is  an  express  direction  that  upon  her  death 
the  amount  so  invested  to  secure  the  £50  a  year  shall  be  divided 
in  like  manner  amongst  his  eight  children.  Here  a  specific  sum 
was  to  be  set  apart  in  order  to  2)rovide  for  the  annuity,  and  such 
sum  is  expressly  given  over,  not  as  a  residue,  but  as  a  particular 
fund,  and  by  a  separate  and  independent  gift  to  the  same  persons 
as  those  to  whom  the  general  fund  is  given.  It  appears  to  me 
that  I  am  bound  by  the  authorities,  as  well  as  by  tlie  literal  inter- 
pretation of  the  language  of  the  will,  to  hold  that  this  fund  is  not 
one  out  of  which  any  arrears  of  annuity  can  be  paid  to  the  widow. 

Solicitors:   Messrs.  BoUon^  Bobbins^  &  Busk;  Messrs.  Coode, 
Kingdon^  db  Cotton ;  Messrs.  Vizard^  Crotoder,  dt  Co. 
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Ex  parte  KINO.    In  re  PALETHORPE.  C.  J.  B. 

1875 
Secured  Creditor — Voting — Proof-^Dividend — Valuation  of  Security — Right  of        ^^v^ 

Trustee  to  Surplm-^ Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71),  m.  16,  40      ^pnl  26. 

—Bankruptcy  Bides,  1870,  rr.  99, 100, 101, 136,  272, 

A  secured  creditor  who,  after  the  first  meeting  under  a  liquidation,  proves 
for  the  balance  of  bis  debt  less  the  assessed  value  of  his  seciuity,  is  bound  to 
pay  over  to  the  trustee  any  excess  realized  from  the  security  beyond  the  as- 
sessed value ;  and  this  although  the  trustee  does  not  object  to  the  assessment 
or  offer  to  redeem. 

XhIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  one  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Liverpool  Connty  Court. 

On  the  21st  of  October,  1868,  /.  L.  Palethorpe  assigned  to  H. 
W.  Meade  King  a  policy  of  assurance  which  he  had,  on  the  19th 
of  June,  1868,  effected  on  his  own  life  with  the  Economic  Life  Assu- 
rance Society  for  £1200.  The  assignment  was  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  the  Policies  ofAseuranee  Act,  1867,  and  it  was  made  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  a  debt  of  £631  15$.  4eZ.  which  Palethorpe 
owed  to  Meade  King,  together  with  interest  thereon,  and  the 
amount  which  the  assignee  might  pay  for  premiums  to  keep  the 
policy  on  foot  All  the  premiums,  up  to  that  which  became  due 
in  June,  1874,  were  paid  by  Meade  King,  with  the  exception  of 
one  which  was  paid  by  PaUthcrpe.  On  the  21st  of  September, 
1874,  Palethorpe  filed  a  liquidation  petition,  under  which,  on  the 
15th  of  October,  a  trustee  of  his  property  was  appointed.  At 
the  same  time  the  creditors  granted  the  debtor  an  immediate  dis- 
charge, but  they  fixed  no  time  for  the  close  of  the  liquidation.  On 
the  17th  of  October,  1874,  Meade  King  tendered  a  proof  agaiiist 
the  estate  for  £1209  Is.  4cl.,  for  which  he  stated  that  he  held  the 
above  policy  as  security,  and  he  valued  the  security  at  £200,  this 
being  the  then  surrender  value  of  the  policy.  " 

The  trustee  admitted  the  proof  for  the  balance  of  the  debt, 
being  satisfied  with  the  value  put  upon  the  security.  He  made  no 
offer  to  redeem  the  security,  and  had  no  intention  of  so  doing. 
Meade  King  intended  to  retain  the  poUcy,  and  to  continue  paying 
the  premiums.  On  the  5th  of  November,  1874,  ^oZ^^&orptf  died. 
On  the  23rd  of  February,  1875,  Meade  Ztn^  received  £11954$.  bd. 

Vou  XX.  r  2 
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G.  J.  B.  from  the  Economie  Society  in  respect  of  the  policy,  a  small  dis- 

1875  count  haying  been  allowed  for  immediate  payment,  and  the  policy 

Ex  paru  ^^  given  up  to  the  society.    The  amount  thus  received  by  Meade 

King.  Kiriff  was  insufficient  to  pay  what  was  due  to  him  for  principal, 

In  re         •    ,  ,         j 

Talethobpe.  interest,  and  premiums. 

The  trustee  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  sum 
received  on  the  policy  vltrd  the  £200  estimated  by  Meade  King  to 
be  its  value.  He,  on  the  other  hand,  claimed  to  retain  the  whole 
sum  which  he  had  received.  The  question  was  submitted  for  the 
determination  of  the  County  Court,  a  statement  of  facts  to  the 
above  effect  being  agreed  upon  by  the  parties.  At  the  time  when 
the  statement  was  settled  the  liquidation  had  not  been  closed, 
and  no  dividend  had  been  declared. 

The  Judge  ordered  Meade  King  to  pay  £995  4$.  5<2.,  the  excess 
of  the  sum  received  by  him  over  the  £200,  to  the  trustee.  Meade 
King  appealed. 

Mr.  Be  Oex,  Q.C.'  and  Mr.  W.  Potter,  for  the  Appellant : — 

This  decision  produces  a  grievous  hardship  on  the  creditor,  who 
has,  by  paying  the  premiums  with  his  own  money,  created  the 
policy  which  it  is  said  is  to  go  to  pay  the  other  creditors.  We 
submit  that  the  true  construction  of  those  sections  of  the  Act  of 
1869,  and  those  clauses  of  the  Rules  of  1870  which  relate  to  the 
subject,  does  not  involve  any  such  injustice.    Sect.  16,  sub-s.  4  (1) 

(1)  Sect.  16 :  ''  The  general  meeting         "  3.'  A  creditor  shall  not  vote  at  the 

of  creditors  to  be  summoned  as  afore-  said  meeting  in  respect  of  any  miliqai- 

said  by  the  Court,  and  in  this  Act  dated  or  contingent  debt,  or  any  debt 

referred  to  as   the   first   meeting  of  the  value  of  which  is  not  aaoertsdned. 
creditors,  shall  be  held  in  the  prescribed         ''  4.  A  secured  creditor  shall,  for  the 

manner,  and  subject  to  the  prescribed  purpose  of  voting,  be  deemed  to  be  a 

regulations  as  to  the  quorum,  adjourn-  creditor  only  in  respect  of  the  balance 

ment  of  meeting,  and  all  other  matters  (if  any)  due  to  him  after  deducting  the 

relating  to  the  conduct  of  the  meeting  value  of  his  security ;  and  the  amount 

or  the  proceedings  thereat.  of  such  balance  shall,  until  the  security 

*'  Provided  that :  be  realized,  be  determined  in  the  pre- 

''1.  [Provides  who  is  to  be  the  chair-  scribed  manner.     He  may,  however, 

maul]  at  or  previously  to  the  meeting  of 

"2.  A  person  shall  not  be  entitled  creditors,  give  up  the  security  to  the 

to  vote  as  a  creditor  unless  at  or  pre-  trustee,  and  thereupon  he  shall  rank 

viously  to  the  meeting  he  has  in  the  pre-  as  a  creditor  in  respect  of  the  whole 

scribed  manner  proved  a  debt  provable  sum  due  to  him." 
under  the  bankruptcy  to  be  due  to  him. 
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of  the  Act,  and  Bules  99, 100,  101  (1),  refer  to  a  temporary  vain-      0.  J.  B. 
ation  of  a  security  for  the  purpose  of  voting  at  the  first  meeting  of       1875 

the  creditors.  Ex  parte 

With  respect  to  permanent  valuation  for  the  purpose  of  receipt       ^^^^' 
of  dividend,  the  provisions  made  are  contained  in  sect.  40  and  Palbthobpe. 
Rule  136  (2).  — 

In  the  case  of  the  temporary  valuation,  the  check  on  the 
creditor  is  that  he  must  pay  the  amount  which  his  security  pro- 
duces beyond  the  assessed  value  to  the  trustee.  In  the  case  of  the 
permanent  valuation,  the  check  consists  in  the  power  which  is  given 


(1)  Rule  99  :  **  A  secured  creditor, 
unless  be  shall  have  realized  his  secu- 
rity, shall,  previously  to  being  allowed 
to  prove  or  vote,  state  in  his  proof  the 
particulars  of  his  security  and  the 
value  at  which  be  assesses  tbe  same. 
And  he  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  creditor 
only  in  respect  of  the  balance  due  to 
him  after  deducting  such  assessed  value 
of  tl^e  security." 

Rule  100 :  ^  Any  secured  creditor  so 
proving  shall  be  bound  to  pay  over  to  tbe 
trustee  the  amount  which  his  security 
shall  produce  beyond  the  amount  of 
such  assessed  value,  and  the  trustee 
shall  be  entitled,  at  any  time  before 
realization  of  such  security  by  the 
creditor,  to  redeem  the  same  upon  pay- 
ment of  such  assessed  value." 

Rule  101 :  "  The  proof  of  any  such 
creditor  shall  not  be  increased  in  the 
event  of  the  security  realizing  a  less 
sum  than  the  value  at  which  he  has  so 
assessed  the  same." 

These  three  rules  come  under  a  sub- 
division, Rules  87-102,  which  is  headed 
**  Meetings  of  Creditors.'' 

(2)  Sect.  40 :  <'  A  creditor  holding  a 
specific  security  on  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  or  on  any  part  thereof,  may, 
on  giving  up  his  security,  prove  for  his 
whole  debt.  He  shall  also  be  entitled 
to  a  dividend  in  respect  of  the  balance 
due  to  him  after  realizing  or  giving 
credit  for  the  value  of  his  security,  in 

T 


manner  and  at  tbe  time  prescribed.  A 
creditor  holding  such  security  as  afore- 
said, and  not  complying  with  tbe  fore- 
going conditions,  shaU  be  excluded  from 
all  share  in  any  dividend." 

Rule  136 :  "A  creditor  who  is  desirous 
of  giving  credit  for  the  value  of  his 
security  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a 
dividend  in  respect  of  the  balance  of 
his  debt  after  deducting  the  assessed 
value,  shaU  give  notice  thereof  to  the 
trustee,  and  the  value  of  his  security 
shall  be  determined  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  value  of  the  security  is  to  be 
determined,  as  prescribed  with  reference 
to  the  balance  upon  which  a  secured  cre- 
ditor may  vote,  and  such  creditor  shall 
give  credit  for  the  value  within  fourteen 
days  after  he  shall  be  called  upon  by 
the  trustee  so^to  do,  unless  he  shall  be 
out  of  England^  and  then  within  such 
reasonable  time  as  the  trustee  may  fix, 
having  regard  to  the  means  of  commu- 
nication between  England  and  the 
place  where  the  creditor  may  be,  and 
in  default  thereof  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
fully  secured.  If  the  trustee  or  any 
other  creditor  shall  be  dissatisfied  with 
the  value  put  on  the  security,  the 
trustee  may  require  the  security  to  be 
realized." 

This  rule  has  a  reference  in  the  mar- 
gin to  sect.  40,  and  it  occurs  iu  a  sub- 
division. Rules  131-137,  which  is 
headed  "  Dividends." 

2  2 
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C.  J.  B.      to  the  trustee,  or  to  any  other  creditor.  If  dissatisfied  viiih  the- 
1875       assessed  value,  to  require  the  security  to  be  sold.    But  if  the 

^jTporte     trustee  does  not  require  this  to  be  done,  the  creditor  takes  the 
KiKo.       security  as  his  own  property  at  the  assessed  value,  and  is  under 
Palvthobfe.  ^o  further  obligation  to  the  trustee  with  respect  to  it.    He  is  in 
the  same  position  as  if  he  had  become  purchaser  of  the  security 
at  a  sale  by  auction,  leave  having  been  given  him  to  bid,  or  as  if 
he  had  foreclosed  a  mortgage.    In  the  present  case  the  proof  wa» 
not  for  the  purpose  of  voting ;  it  was  not  made  till  after  the  first 
meeting  of  the  creditors.    It  was  a  proof  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  dividend.    What  took  place  between  the  Appellant  and 
the  trustee  amounted  in  substance  to  a  sale  of  the  policy  by 
private  contract  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  a  sale  by  auction.    If 
the  decision  is  right,  the  mortgagee  might  have  gone  on  paying 
the  premiums  on  the  policy  for  twenty  years,  and  yet  have  beeik 
compelled  to  give  up  the  security,  which  he  had  himself  created , 
to  the  other  creditors.    Giving  credit  for  the  value  of  a  security 
under  Bule  136  is  equivalent  to  realizing  it.  Sect.  40  contains  au 
entirely  new  provision ;  formerly  a  secured  creditor  could  not  re- 
ceive dividends  until  his  security  had  been  realized.    Sect.  40 
applies  to  liquidation  as  well  as  to  bankruptcy  proper  by  virtue 
of  sect.  125  (sub-sect.  7).    Eule  272  (1)  contains,  with  reference  to- 
liquidation,  the  provisions  of  Bules  d9-10l  totidem  verbis.    Bule 
136  does  not,  it  is  true,  occur  again  among  the  rules  which  relate 
to  liquidation,  but  it  must  be  taken  to  apply,  as  sect  40  clearly 
does. 

Mr.  Jackson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  B.  Kennedy,  for  the  trustee : — 
We  might  contend  that,  as  the  provisions  of  Bules  99-101  a^re 

(1)  Rule  272 :  "  A  secured  creditor,  to  the  trustee  the  amount  which  his- 

unless  he  shall  have  realized  his  secu-  security   shall    produce    beyond    the 

rity,  shall,  previously  to  being  allowed  amount  of  such  assessed  value,  and  the 

to  prove  or  vote,  state  in  his  proof  the  trustee  shall  be  entitled  at  any  time 

particulars  of   his  security,  and  the  before  realization  of  such  security  by 

value  at  which  he  assesses  the  same,  the  creditor  to  redeem  the  same  upon 

and  he  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  creditor  payment  of  such  assessed  value.    The 

only  in  respect  of  the  balance  due  to  proof  of  any  such  creditor  shall  not  be 

him  after  deducting  such  assessed  value  increased  in  the  event  of  the  security 

of  the  security.    In  cases  of  liquidation  realizing  a  less  sum  than  the  value  at 

by  arrangement,  any  secured  creditor  which  he  has  so  assessed  the  same." 
80  proving  shall  be  bound  to  pay  over 
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'expressly  re-enacted  with  reference  to  liquidation,  and  those  of     aj.  B. 
Bnle  136  are  not,  Bule  136  does  not  apply  to  liquidation  at  all.       1S75 
But  we  need  not  rely  on  that  merely  technical  ground.    If  Bule     j^^^^ 
136  applies,  it  does  not  help  the  Appellant.    Bule  272  is  express ;       ^™^- 
the  words  are  "  prove  or  vote ;"  they  cannot  be  explained  away,  palkthobpe. 

Bule  136  merely  provides  an  additional  test  of  the  value  of  the       

security  for  the  benefit,  and  at  the  instance,  of  the  trustee.  If  the 
policy  had  been  sold  for  £250  the  creditor  must  have  paid  £50 
to  the  trustee.  The  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law  is  equal  distribu- 
tion among  the  creditors.  A  secured  creditor  can  never  get  more 
than  the  sum  at  which  he  assesses  his  security,  except  by  way  of 
proof  upon  the  debtor's  estate.  A  secured  creditor  is  now,  as  he 
was  not  formerly,  allowed  to  prove  without  first  giving  up  or 
realizing  his  security.  But  this  is  on  condition  of  his  assessing 
the  value  of  the  security,  and  he  is  boimd  by  the  assessment. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  in  reply. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C. J. : — 

It  cannot  be  said  that  this  case  is  without  difficulty.  It  is  the 
first  time,  so  far  as  I  know,  that  this  particular  question  has 
arisen,  at  least  since  the  Act  of  1869,  and  there  is  nothing  before 
that  Act  which  it  is  useful  to  consider  for  our  present  purpose. 
It  is  said  that  the  case  is  a  very  hard  one,  if  it  is  decided  as  the 
learned  Judge  of  the  County  Court  has  decided  it.  But  however 
hard  it  may  be,  even  if  I  were  satisfied  that  it  is  hard,  that  cannot 
alter  the  law.  The  creditors  might  say  that  it  was  very  hard  on 
them  that  they  should  lose  the  advantage  of  the  increased  value  of 
the  policy  which  it  acquired  by  the  unexpected  death  of  the  person 
whose  life  was  insured.  The  matter  must  be  decided  according 
to  the  strict  law,  as  it  stands  enunciated  and  provided  by  the 
Statute  and  the  Bules,  and,  so  far  as  may  be,  according  to  the 
principle  of  administration  in  bankruptcy.  The  principle  of  ad- 
ministration in  bankruptcy  has  never  undergone  any  change ;  it  is 
that  which  prevails  in  all  cases  of  mortgages,  pledges,  and  so  on, 
that  the  creditor  cannot  take  the  whole  of  a  part,  and  also  a  part 
of  the  whole. 
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a  J.  B.  [His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  con- 

1875  tinned  : — ] 
Exparu  Then  what  is  the  law  upon  the  subject?  The  16th  section  of 
^^^'  the  Act  was  first  referred  to,  and  it  seems  to  provide  only  for  the 
Palethorpe.  case  of  the  voting  of  creditors.  It  provides  that "  a  secured  creditor 
shall,  for  the  purpose  of  voting,  be  deemed  to  be  a  creditor  only  in 
respect  of  the  balance  (if  any)  due  to  him  after  deducting  the 
value  of  his  security ;  and  the  amount  of  such  balance  shall,  until 
the  security  be  realized,  be  determined  in  the  prescribed  manner ;" 
which  throws  the  case  open  to  all  the  subsequent  provisions  of  the 
Eules.  Then  the  40th  section,  on  which  Mr.  De  Oex  mainly 
relies,  as  I  understand  his  argument,  provides  that  ''a  creditor 
holding  a  specific  security  on  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  or  on 
any  part  thereof,  may,  on  giving  up  his  security,  prove  for  his 
whole  debt.  He  shall  also  be  entitled  to  a  dividend  in  respect  of 
the  balance  due  to  him  after  realizing  or  giving  credit  for  the 
value  of  his  security,  in  manner  and  at  the  time  prescribed."  Those 
words,  in  my  opinion,  introduce  into  the  Aet  the  Bules  which  have 
been  referred  to.  Then  the  Bules  go  more  pointedly  to  the  subject, 
and  the  99th  provides,  that  *'  a  secured  creditor,  unless  he  shall 
have  realized  his  security,  shall,  previously  to  being  allowed  to 
prove  or  vote,  state  in  his  proof  the  particulars  of  his  security  and 
the  value  at  which  he  assesses  the  same,  and  he  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  a  creditor  only  in  respect  of  the  balance  due  to  him,  after 
deducting  such  assessed  value  of  the  security."  And  Bule  100  says^ 
*'  Any  secured  creditor  so  proving  " — ^not  voting — "  shall  be  bound 
to  pay  over  to  the  trustee  the  amount  which  his  security  shall 
produce  beyond  the  amount  of  such  assessed  value,  and  the  trustee 
shall  be  entitled,  at  any  time  before  realization  of  such  security  by 
the  creditor,  to  redeem  the  same  upon  payment  of  such  assessed 
value." 

These  provisions  seem  to  me  to  be  very  distinct  and  clear.  They 
are  veiy  general  in  their  operation,  as  they  must  needs  be  con* 
sidering  the  multifarious  transactions  and  almost  innumerable 
objects  to  which  they  may  be  applied  in  the  administration  in 
bankruptcy.  But  the  principle  is  quite  clear.  It  is  at  the  option 
of  the  creditor  to  sav  for  how  much  he  desires  to  come  in  and 
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share  in  the  estate  available  in  the  bankruptcy,  and  what  is  the      0.  J.  B. 
valae  of  the  unrealized  security  then  in  his  hands ;  but,  doing  so,  he        1875 
is  '^  bound  to  pay  oyer  to  the  trustee  the  amount  which  his  security     sTparie 
shall  produce  beyond  the  amount  of  such  assessed  value."  ^^^' 

The  136th  rule,  on  which  great  stress  was  also  laid  in  the  argu-  patkthobpb. 
ment,  is  equedly  clear :  **  A  creditor  who  is  desirous  of  giving  credit  ' 

for  the  value  of  his  security  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a  dividend  " 
— that  18,  if  proving — "  in  respect  of  the  balance  of  his  debt  after 
deducting  the  assessed  value,  shall  give  notice  thereof  to  the 
trustee."  Then  it  provides  for  the  way  in  which  the  value  of  the 
security  is  to  be  ascertained,  if  the  parties  differ  about  it.  But 
the  272nd  rule,  which  has  a  direct  application  to  a  case  of  liquida- 
tion, and  is  to  be  read  as  if  it  were  a  statutory  enactment,  provides 
that  ^'a  secured  creditor,  unless  he  shall  have  realized  his 
security,  shall,  previously  to  being  allowed  to  prove  or  vote,  state 
in  his  proof  the  particulars  of  his  security,  and  the  value  at  which 
he  assesses  the  same,  and  he  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  creditor 
only  in  respect  of  the  balance  due  to  him,  after  deducting  such 
assessed  value  of  the  security ;"  that  is,  he  never  can  increase  the 
amount  of  his  proof.  *^  In  cases  of  liquidation  by  arrangement 
any  secured  creditor  so  proving  shall  be  bound  to  pay  over  to  the 
trustee  the  amount  which  his  security  shall  produce  beyond  the 
amount  of  such  assessed  value,  and  the  trustee  shall  be  entitled, 
at  any  time  before  realization  of  such  security  by  the  creditor,  to^ 
redeem  the  same  upon  payment  of  such  assessed  value.  The 
proof  of  any  such  creditor  shall  not  be  increased  in  the  event  of 
the  security  realizing  a  less  sum  than  the  value  at  which  he  has 
so  assessed  the  same." 

The  law  seems  to  me  to  be  expressed  in  the  most  distinct  terms. 
The  creditor  may  put  whatever  value  he  likes  upon  his  security ; 
if  the  trustee  is  not  satisfied  with  that  value  he  may  take  means 
of  having  the  value  ascertained  more  accurately  according  to  his 
own  notion ;  but,  whether  the  one  thing  or  the  other  is  done,  this 
is  plain,  if  the  creditor  chooses  to  retain  the  security  at  the  value 
he  annexes  to  it  and  he  afterwards  receives  more  from  it,  that 
surplus  belongs  to  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and  is  to  be  administered 
as  a  part  of  his  estate'.  I  cannot  conceive  that  there  is  any 
di£Bculty  when  one  considers  the  policy  of  the  law.    The  trustee 
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0.  J.  B.  may  well  say,  I  will  not  redeem  yon  aiiice  yon  are  a  creditor  for 
1875  £1200,  and  the  ontside  value  of  your  secarity  is  not  more  than 
^^fi^  £1200 ;  redeeming  is  out  of  the  question.  But  I  will  do  this,  I 
Kino.  ^jj]  \^^  Content  to  take  the  security  for  the  purposes  of  proof  at 
PALETBORrE.  ^^^  valuo  you  assess  it,  because  I  know  that  the  law  has  provided 
that  ify  on  the  realization  of  the  security,  you  receive  more  than 
the  value  you  have  put  on  it,  the  surplus  will  belong  to  the 
bankrupt's  estate.  That  is  the  clear  view  of  it,  and  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  principles  of  the  administration  in  bankruptcy. 
Then  it  is  suggested  in  argument  that  the  trustee  never  offered  to 
redeem,  and  that  Mr.  King  intended  to  retain  the  policy  ai^d 
continue  to  pay  the  premiums.  If  he  did,  he  did  so  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  law,  and,  as  I  conceive,  at  his  own  risL  To 
attempt  to  treat  the  case  as  if  it  were  one  of  a  mortgagee  coming  in 
and  asking  for  an  account  and  a  sale  under  the  78th  rule,  or, 
which  is  the  same  thing,  under  Lord  Bodytis  Oi*der,  is  impossible. 
It  is  not  like  that.  The  creditor  does  not  come  in  and  say, 
<'  Eealise  my  security."  The  creditor  might  at  a  sale  have  pur- 
chased for  himself  if  he  had  thought  fit,  and  if  he  had  done  so  he 
would  in  effect  have  foreclosed  the  mortgage  and  have  become  the 
owner  of  the  property.  He  did  not  do  this,  he  chose  to  keep  it  in 
his  hands  and  to  pay  the  premiums ;  and  though,  in  respect  of 
any  premiums  he  had  paid,  he  might  be  entitled  to  be  reimbursed 
on  the  security  being  realized,  he  cannot  in  the  face  of  the  Act 
and  of  the  Bules  say,  I  am  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  sum 
received  from  the  policy  larger  than  the  amount  which  I  have 
assessed  as  its  value.  Suppose  the  security,  instead  of  a  policy  of 
insurance,  had  been  a  bill  of  exchange  on  which  some  other 
person  besides  the  debtor  was  liable ;  that  that  other  person  was 
bankrupt ;  and  that  there  was  a  prospect  of  getting  five  shillings 
or  ten  shillings  in  the  pound  from  the  debtor's  estate ;  that  the 
creditor  was  content  to  run  the  risk  and  to  say,  I  will  take  the 
five  shillings  or  ten  shillings,  and  I  will  take  the  chance  of  getting 
from  the  other  party  liable  in  his  bankruptcy  whatever  dividend 
he  pays.  K  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound  were  paid  instead  of 
five  shillings  or  ten  shillings,  as  was  contemplated,  it  might  be 
said  the  security  assessed  at  a  certain  sum  turns  out  to  be  worth  a 
great  deal-more.    I  am  quite  aware  that  in  this  case  it  was  an 
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accident,  and  probably  quite  an  unexpected  accident.     If  the     C.  J.  B. 
transaction  was  one  of  sale  and  purchase  there  would  be  an  end  of       1875 
it ;  the  creditor  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  benefit  of  it.    But  the     ex  parte 
creditor  in  this  case  comes  within  the  very  words  of  the  Act  and       ^^^^' 
the  Bnles;  he  has  said,  Let  me  prove  and  take  my  chance  of  Palbthobpe. 
getting  the  £1200  if  there  is  a  dividend  of  twenty  shillings  in  the 
pound,  subject  only  to  the  deduction  of  £200  at  which  I  value  my 
security.      He  has  acquired  that  right.      His  proof  has  been 
admitted  on  those  terms.    The  Act  and  Bules,  in  my  opinion,  apply 
in  all  their  provisions,  although  it  is  by  a  mere  accident  that  the 
value  of  the  security  has  been  shewn  by  realization  to  be  a  great 
deal  more  than  was  contemplated  by  any  one  at  the  time  when 
the  proof  was  admitted.    I  think  that  since  the  creditor  has 
asserted  and  acquired  the  right  to  share  in  the  bankrupt's  estate 
in  respect  of  a  debt  of  £1200,  reduced  only  by  the  £200,  he 
cannot  now  say,  I  am  entitled  to  retain  that  which  I  said  was 
worth  £200,  but  which  has  now  turned  out  to  be  worth  £1200, 
while  1  rank  as  a  creditor  for  the  amount  for  which  I  have  proved. 
As  I  have  said,  the  case  is  not  without  difficulty ;  in  some  respects 
it  is  novel ;  but  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  covered  by  the  clear  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  and  the  Bules,  and  by  the  principles  of  the  bank- 
rupt law.    The  decision  of  the  learned  Judge  of  the  County 
Court  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

By  consent  the  costs  of  both  sides  of  the  appeal  were  ordered  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  debtor's  estate. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Fields  Ro9coe^  &  Oo.^  agents 
for  Messrs.  Thomdy  it  Dismore^  Liverpool 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  /.  Venn  dk  Son,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Anderson,  Collins  &  Robinson,  Liverpool. 
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0.  J.  B.  Ex  parte  COCHRANE.    In  re  MEAD, 

J^         Beceiver^Disiurbanee  of  Pos9e8Bum—C<mtempi^Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869  (32  A  33 
AwH  26 ;  Vict,  c.  71),  n.  12, 13,  20,  Z^--BankrupUy  BuUa,  1870,  rr.  260,  299. 

"Where  a  receiver  of  a  bankrupt's  property  has  been  appointed  by  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy,  it  ia  a  contempt  of  Court  for  the  holder  of  a  valid  bill  of  sale 
of  goods  of  the  bankrupt  to  oust  the  receiver  from  possession  which  he  has 
taken  of  such  goods. 

The  only  person  who  may  interfere  with  the  possession  of  a  receiver  is  a 
landlord  distraining  for  a  year's  rent. 

Any  other  person  who  claims  a  better  title  than  the  receiver  ought  to 
apply  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  leave  to  enforce  his  rights. 

^  parte  Till  (1)  explained. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Begistrar  of  the 
Colehester  County  Court  acting  as  Judge. 

On  the  15th  of  May,  1874,  Mr.  W.  Mead,  a  farmer  at  Wix, 
Essex,  executed  a  bill  of  sale  of  his  liye  and  dead  farming  stock  to 
Alexander  Cochrane,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  £200  with  interest. 
The  bill  of  sale  was  duly  registered.  On  the  17th  of  March,  1875, 
Mead  filed  a  liquidation  petition.  At  this  time  Cochrane  had  not 
taken  possession  under  his  bill  of  sale.  On  the  18th  of  March 
E.  J.  Clarke  was  appointed  by  the  Court  receiver  of  the  debtor's 
property  and  manager  of  his  business,  and  the  same  day  he  took 
possession  of  the  debtor's  effects  on  his  farm,  and  left  a  man 
in  possession.  On  the  23rd  of  March,  Cochrane,  who  had  had 
notice  of  the  petition  and  of  the  appointment  of  the  receiver, 
acting  under  the  powers  given  to  him  by  the  bill  of  sale,  sent 
a  number  of  men  to  take  possession  on  his  behalf,  and  these  men 
forcibly  seized  seven  horses,  which  were  then  at  work  on  the  farm, 
and  drove  them  away.  On  the  24th  of  March,  on  the  application 
of  the  receiver,  an  ex  parte  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain 
Cochrane  from  taking  any  further  proceedings  by  sale  or  other- 
wise under  the  bill  of  sale  until  the  8th  of  April  (the  first  meeting 
of  the  creditor  under  the  petition  having  been  fixed  for  the  7th 
of  April),  the  receiver  giving  an  undertaking  to  be  answerable  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  97. 
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damages  to  Cochrane.    At  the  meeting  on  the  7tU  of  April  the     o.  J.  B. 
creditors  met  and  separated  without  passing  any  resolution,  and        1875 
OQ  the  8th  of  April  Mead  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  on  a  credi-     ^^Mwie 
tor's  petition.    The  same  day  a  motion  on  behalf  of  Cochrane^    Coohrawe. 
asking  that  the  injunction  might  be  dissolved,  and  that  the  re-      mead. 
ceiver  might  be  ordered  to  pay  him  damages,  and  another  motion  r~ 

on  the  part  of  the  receiver  that  the  interim  injunction  might  be 
continued,  were  heard  together,  and  the  Registrar  ordered  that 
the  injunction  should  be  extended  until  the  7th  of  May,  'Mn 
order  that  the  parties  who  wrongfully  took  possession  of  the  goods 
may  have  the  opportunity  to  purge  the  contempt  of  Court  which 
has  been  committed." 
Cochrane  appealed. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bobeon,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Appellant  seized  chattels  which  were  his  own  property  by 
virtue  of  a  duly  registered  bill  of  sale.  This  he  had  a  right  to 
do.  There  is  no  reason  why  a  person  whose  property  is  wrong- 
fully taken  possession  of  by  a  receiver  should  apply  to  the  Court 
pro  interesse  auo  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  receiver's  possession.  A 
receiver  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  stands  in  a  wholly 
different  position  from  a  receiver  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery in  a  suit,  and  the  disturbance  of  his  possession  does  not 
amount  to  a  contempt  of  Court :  Ex  parte  TUl  (1).  The  holder  of 
a  registered  bill  of  sale  has  a  title  quite  as  good  as  a  landlord 
distraining  for  rent,  which  was  the  case  in  Ex  parte  Till,  A 
receiver  in  bankruptcy  is  appointed  ex  parte  at  the  instance  of  the 
petitioning  creditor  or  the  liquidating  debtor,  and  he  is  appointed 
receiver  only  of  the  property  of  the  debtor.  He  cannot  have  a 
right  to  more  than  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy.  When  a  receiver  is 
appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  he  is  .appointed  to  receive 
specified  property,  and  even  then  the  order  appointing  him  is 
made  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  prior  mortgagees :  Davis 
V.  Diike  of  Marlhorough  (2).  He  is  appointed,  too,  on  behalf  of 
all  the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  he  has,  as  a  general  rule,  to  give 
security.    In  bankruptcy  he  is  appointed  ex  parte,  behind  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq  97.  (2)  2  Sw.  108. 
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back  of  a  mortgagee,  and  without  giying  security:   Ex  parte 
Betts  (1) ;  Ex  parte  Warren  (2). 

Mr.  Window f  Q-C-,  and  Mr.  C.  E,  Jones,  for  the  receiver : — 

The  ordinary  course  of  the  Court  is  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
of  creditors  till  after  the  appointment  of  a  trustee.  Bule  260 
implies  that  a  receiver  when  he  has  taken  possession  has  a  right 
to  retain  it,  and  Bule  299  shews  what  are  the  powers  of  the 
Court  with  regard  to  a  receiver  (3). 

By  sect.  20  of  the  Act  the  trustee  has  the  powers  of  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  (4). 

The  receiver  is  an  officer  of  the  Court,  and  no  one  has  a  right 
to  disturb  his  possession.  Any  one  claiming  an  adverse  title 
ought  to  apply  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  enforce  his  rights.  Ex 
parte  Till  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  argument.  All  that  was 
decided  tliere  was  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Act  which  gives  the 
authority  to  appoint  a  receiver  itself  reserves  to  the  landlord  of 
the  debtor  a  priority  in  respect  of  a  year's  rent,  the  receiver's 
rights  must  be  taken  to  be  subject  to  that  priority.  Ex  parte 
Betts  and  Ex  parte  Warren  are  not  in  point.  In  Ex  parte  Jay  (5) 
Lord  Sdbome  said :  "  The  receiver  was  appointed,  and  came  under 
the  ordinary  obligations  of  a  receiver;"  that  must  mean  the 
obligations  of  a  receiver  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
The  way  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  deals  with  a  person  who 
forcibly  takes  property  out  of  the  possession  of  a  receiver  whom 


(1)  22  L.  T.  (N.S.)  245. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  222. 

(3)  Rule  260  provides :  "  The  Court 
may  also,  at  any  time  after  presenta- 
tion of  the  petition,  appoint  a  receiver 
or  manager  of  the  property  or  business 
of  the  debtor,  or  of  any  part  thereof, 
and  may  direct  immediate  possession 
to  be  taken  of  such  property  or  busi- 
ness, or  any  part  thereof." 

Rule  299  :  "  The  Court  shall  have 
the  same  power  and  discretion  as  to 
the  appointment,  remuneration,  and  re- 
moval of  the  receiver  or  manager,  and 
in  the  settlement  of  his  accounts,  and 


in  directing  the  appropriation  of  moneys 
or  property  in  his  hands,  as  is  exercised 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  may  be." 

(4)  Sect.  20  provides :  "  The  trustee 
shall,  in  relation  to  and  for  the  purpose 
of  acquiring  or  retaining  possession  of 
the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  be  in 
the  same  position  in  all  respects  as  if 
he  were  a  receiver  of  such  property  ap- 
pointed by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
the  Court  may,  on  his  application,  en- 
force such  acquisition  or  retention  of 
property  accordingly." 

(5)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  133, 136. 
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it  has  appointed  is  shewn  by  RusseU  v.  East  Anglian  Railway 
Company  (1);  Ames  y.  Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks  (2).  In  Ex 
parte  Anderson  (3),  Lord  Justice  CHffard  observes  upon  the  power 
given  by  sect.  13  of  the  Act  to  appoint  a  receiver,  that  the  object 
is  to  preserve  the  property  "  until  there  is  an  adjudication,  and  a 
person  before  the  Court  who  can  stand  in  the  position  of  a  Plaintiff." 

Mr.  De  Qex  in  reply  : — 

The  fact  that  sect.  20  expressly  gives  to  the  trustee  the  powers 
of  a  receiver  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  goes  to  sliew 
that  a  receiver  in  bankruptcy  has  not  these  powers.  A  receiver 
in  bankruptcy  must  (if  necessary)  defend  his  possession  by  obtain- 
ing an  injunction  from  the  Court.  In  this  case  there  was  no  appli- 
cation to  commit  the  Appellant  for  contempt,  and  even  if  he  had 
been  guilty  of  a  contempt,  the  Court  had  no  power  to  take  away  his 
property  from  him.  As  to  Ex  parte  Till  (4),  I  say  that  it  applies. 
For  the  effect  of  sect.  34  of  the  Act  is  to  cut  down  the  common 
law  right  of  a  landlord  to  distrain  to  one  year's  rent,  while  sect.  12, 
which  provides  that  after  an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  no 
creditor  who  has  a  debt  proveable  in  the  bankruptcy  shall  have 
any  remedy  in  respect  of  it  against  the  bankrupt's  property  except 
in  manner  directed  by  the  Act,  expressly  enacts  that  "  this  section 
shall  not  affect  the  power  of  any  creditor  holding  a  security  upon 
the  property  of  the  bankrupt  to  realize  or  otherwise  deal  with  such 
security  in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
realize  or  deal  with  the  same  if  this  section  had  not  been  passed." 
If  Ex  parte  Till  applies  only  to  a  landlord,  then  the  result  might  be 
that,  if  a  receiver  is  appointed,  the  landlord  could  distrain  a 
mortgagee's  property,  while  the  mortgagee  could  not  take  pos- 
session of  his  own  property.  Thus  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
would  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties,  which,  as  was  said  in  Ex  parte 
Bocke  (5),  it  was  not  intended  to  do.  I  say  that  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  is  intended,  like  that  of  the  messenger  formerly,  only 
to  protect  the  property  against  executions.  Another  objection  to 
the  order  is  that  it  contains  no  undertaking  as  to  damages. 


(1)  3  Mac.  &  a.  104. 

(2)  20  Beav.  832. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473. 

(4)  Ibid.  16  Eq.  97. 
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(5)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  795. 
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c.  J.  B.     Sib  James  Bacon,  C.J.:— 
1875  rpijig  QQ^  jg  Jq  qj^q  point  of  view  of  very  great  importance.  The 


Ex  parte     simple  question  is  whether  a  man  having  become  insolvent  by  the 

O00HRA.ME  *-f  tf 

In  re  presentation  of  his  petition  on  the  17th  of  March,  a  receiver  having 
Mkad.  been  appointed  of  all  his  property  on  the  18th,  and  having  then 
taken  possession  under  the  order — whether  the  property  was  not 
then  so  (as  the  order  of  the  learned  County  Court  Judge  states) 
in  the  custody  of  the  law  as  that  nobody,  however  good  his  title, 
could  interfere  with  it  without  permission  first  obtained  from  the 
Court.  That  is  the  important  question ;  and  bearing  in  mind  what 
was  said  in  Ex  parte  Roche  (1),  that  the  discretionary  power  of  the 
Court  to  grant  injunctions  was  not  meant  to  interfere  with  the  rights 
of  parties,  and  keeping  in  mind  also  the  arguments  of  Mr.  Be  Oex 
and  Mr.  Bobaanf  that  the  effect  of  the  bill  of  sale  was  that  the 
property  seised  became  the  creditor's,  still  the  question  remains 
whether  the  law  having,  on  the  18th  March,  by  its  officer,  taken 
these  chattels  into  its  custody,  it  was  competent  to  the  Appel- 
lant to  wrest  them  out  of  that  possession.  That  is  the  important 
question.  If  that  is  the  law,  if  a  man  (I  will  assume  with  a  good 
title)  were  at  liberty  to  turn  the  receiver  out  of  possession,  in  my 
opinion  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  would,  in  a  great  many 
cases,  be  utterly  fruitless.  Where  is  the  hardship  upon  the 
Appellant  ?  Assuming  that  his  title  is  good  (as  to  which  I  have 
nothiug  now  to  decide),  where  is  the  hardship  in  his  having  to 
come  to  the  Court,  saying,  "  A  receiver  appointed  by  you  has 
taken  my  property ;  he  has  got  it,  and  holds  it  in  his  hands,  and 
therefore  I  ask  you  to  order  him  to  relax  his  hold,  and  to  give  me 
back  what  is  mine  ?*  No  such  proceeding  has  been  taken  by  the 
Appellant  in  this  case,  but  with  a  strong  hand  he  wrests  from  the 
receiver  the  chattels  in  his  possession  (which  in  this  instance  were 
agricultural  horses  employed  in  the  labour  of  the  farm),  and  drives 
them  away.  If  it  is  competent  for  any  man  in  this  country,  where 
the  law  is  administered  I  hope  justly,  so  to  take  the  law  into  his 
own  hands,  and  frustrate  the  proceedings  of  an  established  Court, 
I  think  it  would  be  a  matter  greatly  to  be  regretted.  Still  that 
is  the  case  before  me.    The  Appellant  has  never  come  to  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  795. 
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Coart  pro  interesse  sm,  or  asserted  any  right  except  by  means  of  0.  J.  B. 
the  affidavit  upon  ivhich  he  moved  to  discharge  the  injunction.  1S75 
Upon  that  motion  the  Court  found  the  case  in  the  position  men-  i^^rte 
tioned  in  Ex  parte  Anderson  (1);  there  was  no  person  who  could  Cochbank. 
stand  on  behalf  of  the  estate  in  the  position  of  a  Plaintiff;  there  mjbad. 
was  a  receiver;,  but  no  trustee.  There  had  been  an  adjudication 
made  that  day,  and  the  Judge  simply  postponed  the  consideration, 
of  the  question  submitted  in  the  notice  of  motion  to  the  7th  of  May, 
by  which  day  the  trustee  must  be  appointed.  That  is  all  the  order 
does,  and  of  that  no  complaint  is  made  by  the  notice  of  appeal.  The 
order,  it  is  true,  contains  these  words :  "  Until  the  7th  day  of  May, 
that  the  parties  who  wrongfully  took  possession  of  the  goods 
may  have  the  opportunity  to  purge  the  contempt  of  Court;" 
words  which  have  no  kind  of  operation  with  respect  to  the  adjourn- 
ment, because  it  may  be  that  the  Judge  will  reserve  that  question 
of  contempt,  and,  if  he  finds  that  the  contempt  was  unintentional, 
as  was  that  of  the  sheriff  in  Bussdl  v.  East  Anglian  Bailway 
Company  (2),  he  may  say,  **  It  is  a  contempt,  because  it  inter- 
fered with  the  administration  of  the  law,  but  it  is  not  a  contempt 
which  ought  to  be  visitdd  by  any  penalty,  even  that  of  costs." 
The  order,  it  is  said,  is  defective  because  it  contains  those  words. 
But  before  the  7th  of  May  has  arrived,  before  the  time  has  come 
at  which  any  person  can  lay  claim  to  these  goods  (because  the 
receiver  claims  nothing),  before  anybody  lays  claim  to  the  goods 
which  are  to  be  administered  by  the  law  in  the  Bankruptcy  Court, 
comes  this  appeal,  asking  me  to  reverse  that  order.  *I  cannot 
do  so.  The  learned  Judge  did  no  more  than  what  was  perfectly 
right  according  to  all  the  circumstances  in  evidence  before  him, 
and  upon  plain  proof  of  the  fact  that,  after  five  days,  during  which 
the  Court,  the  law,  had  been  in  possession  of  this  property,  it  was 
taken  out  of  the  custody  of  the  law  by  the  act  of  the  Appellant. 
The  Court  might  very  reasonably  say,  "  We  will  wait  until  some 
person  shall  be  competent  to  discuss  your  legal  right  in  respect  to 
these  chattels,  and  when  that  has  been  discussed  we  will  settle  the 
other  question  about  the  contempt,  and  what  you  have  to  pay." 
It  is  true  that  the  undertaking  as  to  damages  is  not  mentioned  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  473.  (2)  3  Mac.  &  G.  104. 
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C.  J.  B.  the  order,  but  it  still  remains  as  a  continuing  undertaking,  that 
1875  undertaking  which  the  receiver  gave  on  his  appointment  to  abide 
EzpaTie  ^y  ^^y  order  the  Court  might  think  fit  to  make  as  to  damages,  in 
CJocHBANB,  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Appellant  had  sus- 
Mead.  tained  any  by  reason  of  the  order.  Then,  matters  so  standing,  I 
am  asked  to  discharge  this  order,  and  a  long  argument  has  been 
addressed  to  me  to  shew  that  by  the  bill  of  sale  which  was  executed 
the  Appellant  has  a  right  to  these  goods.  He  may  have  a  per- 
fectly good  right,  but,  until  the  County  Court  Judge  hears  what 
the  trustee  has  to  say  on  the  subject^  it  is  not  reasonable  that,  the 
receiver  being  in  possession  of  those  rights  which  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  law  gives  him,  it  should  be  competent  to  any  man 
to  come  with  a  strong  hand  and  take  possession  of  that  which  the 
law  has  given  to  the  officer  of  the  Court.  The  Appellant  may 
have  a  right,  but  he  is  bound  to  make  an  application  to  the  Court 
for  leave  to  exercise  his  legal  rights.  After  the  Court  had,  in 
accordance  with  the  statute,  appointed  an  officer,  who  was  respon- 
sible for  the  possession  and  accountable  to  the  Court  for  the  pro- 
perty entrusted  to  him,  and  when  that  property  was  simply  wrested 
from  him  by  force,  is  it  to  be  contended  that  the  Court  could  not 
say.  This  is  a  thing  which  must  be  inquired  into ;  for  that  is  all 
that  the  Court  really  did  say  ?  I  am  told  that  in  Ex  parte  Till  (1) 
I  decided  in  favour  of  the  Appellant's  contention,  and  that  there 
can  be  no  question  whatever  about  it.  Ex  parte  Till  decided 
simply  this :  A  landlord  having  by  law  a  right  to  distrain  for 
rent  due'  to  him,  the  bankruptcy  law  has  curtailed  that  right  only 
in  one  respect,  by  limiting  the  amount  for  which  he  can  distrain 
to  a  year's  rent.  But  for  that,  the  common  law  remains  un- 
changed, and  it  remains  as  a  law  paramount,  and  the  law  relating 
to  bankruptcy  has  plainly  recognised  that  right,  so  that  the  land- 
lord, whenever  there  is  a  bankruptcy,  shall  have  a  right  to  dis- 
train, but  shall  not  exercise  that  right  for  more  than  one  year's 
rent.  What  has  that  to  do  with  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  ? 
The  receiver  takes  the  whole  of  the  bankrupt's  property,  but  he 
takes  it  subject  to  the  paramount  right  of  the  landlord  to  distrain 
for  that  amount.  Ex  parte  Till  carries  it  no  further  than  that. 
It  has  no  application  to  the  case  now  before  me.    The  receiver 

(1)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  97. 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  CASES.  289 

• 

has  a  right  to  take  the  goods  into  his  possession  in  order  that      G.  J.  B. 
they  may  be  applied  in  such  way  as  the  law  directs.    If  the  law        1875 
gives  them  to  the  Appellant,  he  will  have  them.    But  that  is  no     Eb^rU 
reason  why  an  injunction  should  not  be  granted,  and  it  is  necessary    ^°°™^** 
to  restrain  him  from  committing  a  contempt  of  Court,  because  his      Msad. 
legal  right  is  not  established  until  he  has  removed  that  right 
which  the  receiver  acquired  by  the  order  appointing  him.     In 
my  opinion  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

It  was  then,  after  some  discussion,  arranged  that,  on  the  trustee 
(who  had  been  appointed  during  the  pendency  of  the  appeal) 
paying  to  the  Appellant  the  bakmce  due  to  him  under  his  bill  of 
sale,  the  horses  should  be  given  up  to  the  trustee.  All  other 
questions  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  No 
order  was  made  as  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Evana  dt  Eoffles,  agents 
for  Mr.  K  T.  StnUh,  Colche$t&r. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  Beaumont  <&  Warren,  agents 
for  Mr.  Neek,  Colchester, 


Ex  parte  PERRIGE.    In  re  FERRIGE.  0.  J.  B- 

1875 
(yinUmpt — Ccmmittdl'^Nctice  of  Application —  Compuiation  of  Time — Sunday         «^yw 

-^Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  ds  33  Vict.  c.  71),  ».  ll^^Bankrvptcy  JRults,       May  3. 

1870,  rr.  178, 179. 

Three  clear  days'  notioe  must  be  given  of  an  application  to  commit  a  person 
for  contempt  of  Goart,  and  if  the  last  of  the  three  days  happens  to  be  a 
Sunday  it  is  not  to  be  counted  in  the  computation  of  the  three  days. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a   decision  of  the  Judge  of  the 
Croydon  County  Court. 

Qeorge  William  Ferrige  and  Henry  Ferrige,  bankrupts,  were 
ordered  by  the  Court  to  file  an  amended  statement  of  their  affairs. 
They  failed  to  obey  this  order,  and  the  trustee  then  applied  for  an 
order  to  commit  them  for  contempt  of  Court  Notice  of  this  appli- 
cation was  seryed  upon  them  on  the  1st  of  April,  1875,  The  day 
Vol.  XX.  cr  2 
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mentioned  in  the  notice  for  the  hearing  of  the  application  was  the 
5th  of  April,  and  on  that  day  the  application  was  heard,  the 
bankrupts  appearing,  and  an  order  for  commitment  was  made 
against  them.  The  4th  of  April  was  a  Sunday.  The  bankrupts 
appealed. 

Mr.  Boffletf,  for  the  Appellants : — 

Three  days'  clear  notice  ought  to  have  been  given  of  the  applica- 
tion :  Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  rules  178,  179 ;  and  in  computing 
the  three  clear  days  Sunday,  if  it  is  the  last  day,  is  not  to  be 
counted :  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869,  sect  114  (1).  The  notice,  there- 
fore,'was  insufficient. 

Mr.  Wildy  Wright,  for  the  trustee : — 

This  objection  was  not  taken  in  the  County  Ciourt,  and  cannot 
be  taken  now :  Ex  parte  Isaac  (2).  If  the  objection  was  a  good  one, 
the  irregularity  was  waived  by  the  appearance  of  the  Appellants 
without  protest.  But  sect.  114  does  not  apply  to  the  giving  of  a 
notice  of  this  kind ;  it  is  not  the  "  doing  of  an  act,"  or  the ''  taking 
of  a  proceeding." 


(1)  Rule  178:  "Aq  application  to 
the  Court  to  commit  any  person  for 
contempt  of  Court  shall  bo  supported 
by  affidavit,  and  be  filed  in  the  Court 
in  which  the  pi'oceedings  are.** 

Rule  179 :  **  Upon  the  filing  of  such 
application  the  Registrar  shall  fix  a 
time  and  place  for  the  Court  to  hear 
the  application,  and  shall  issue  a  notice, 
to  be  served  by  an  officer  or  high  bailiff 
of  the  Court  personally  on  the  person 
sotight  to  be  committed  three  days  at 
the  least  before  the  day  of  hearing  the 
application,  unless  the  Court  shall,  by 
order  upon  good  cause  shewn,  direct 
service  of  the  notice  to  be  made  in 
some  other  manner,  in  which  case  it 
shall  be  served,  together  with  a  copy  of 
the  order,  in  the  manner  so  directed/' 

Sect.  114:  "Where  by  this  Act  any 
limited  time  from  or  after  any  date  or 
event  is  appointed  or  allowed  for  the 
doing  of  any  act  or  the  taking  of  any- 


proceeding,  then  in  the  computation  of 
such  limited  time  the  same  shall  be 
taken  as  exclusive  of  the  day  of  such 
date  or  of  the  happening  of  such  event, 
and  as  commencing  at  the  beginning  of 
the  next  following  day ;  and  the  act  or 
proceeding  shall  be  done  or  taken  at 
latest  on  the  last  day  of  such  limited 
time  according  to  such  computation, 
unless  such  last  day  is  a  Sunday,  Christ- 
mas Day,  Good  Friday,  or  Monday  or 
Tuesday  in  Easter  week,  or  a  day  ap- 
pointed for  public  fast,  humiliation,  or 
thanksgiving,  or  a  day  on  which,  in 
pursuance  of  a  notification  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  under  this.  Act,  the  Court 
does  not  sit,  in  which  case  any  act  or 
proceeding  shall  be  considered  as  done 
or  taken  in  due  time  if  it  is  done  or 
taken  on  the  next  day  afterwards,  not 
being  one  of  the  days  in  this  section 
specified." 

(2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  68. 
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Sib  James  BacoNi  C  J. : — 

Theie  ought  to  be  no  question  about  this ;  it  is  a  matter  of 
every  day  practice.  Beet.  114  clearly  applies  to  every  proceeding. 
In  a  matter  concerning  the  liberty  of  the  subject  the  utmost 
strictness  must  be  observed.  The  case  cited  has  no  application. 
The  order  of  commitment  was  irregularly  made,  and  it  must  be 
discharged.  But  the  Appellants  must  undertake  to  bring  no  action 
against  the  trustee. 

I  Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Mr.  W.  A.  Smith. 
Solicitor  for  the  Trustee :  Mr.  FT.  FoHer. 


0.  J.  B, 
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Ex  parte  OOBDON.    In  re  OOMEBSALL. 

Liquidaiion — Beceiver  and  Managtr-^Investigaiwn  of  Dehtor^s  Affaira^VcduO' 
tion  of  Debtot's  AtMU — OosU-^EmpUyyTnant  of  Debtor  to  au%$t  in  Mamagt' 
meat  f^  Businea^^Eemunerution — Banhru^ptcy  Act,  1869  (32  ^  3d  Vict 
c.  71),  88.  26,  SS— Bankruptcy  BuUsy  1870,  rr.  260,  261,  262. 

A  receiver  and  maiiager  of  the  property  and  bnsineBB  of  tnden  who 
had  filed  a  liquidation  petition  was  appointed  by  the  Court  under  Rule  260. 
Without  obtaining  any  previous  sanction  Axim  the  Court  or  the  creditors,  he 
expended  a  considerable  sum  in  obtaining  a  valuation  of  the  debtors'  assets^ 
and  he  also  employed  the  debtors  to  assist  in  managing  the  business  at  a 
weekly  salary : — 

Edd,  that  the  Court  had  a  discretion  as  to  allowing  the  sums  so  expended, 
and  that  under  the  circumstances  they  had  been  properly  allowed : 

Held^  also,  that  the  sanction  of  the  Court  to  the  expenditure  could  be 
given  after  it  had  been  made. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  receiyer,  whether  appointed  by  the  Court  or  nominated 
by  the  creditors,  to  investigate  the  state  of  the  debtor's  a£Eairs,  and  inform 
the  creditors  at  their  first  meeting  what  he  believes  to  be  the  value  of  the 
debtor's  assets. 

IN  this  case  there  were  two  appeals  from  two  orders  made  by  the 
Judge  of  the  DeufAury  County  Court 

John  OtmerdM  and  J.  F.  GomersaU  were  woollen  manufJAoturers 
at  J)ew9bu/ry.  On  the  3rd  of  September,  1874,  they  filed  a  liquida- 
tion petition.  They  had  previously  placed  their  books  in  the  hands 


a  J.B. 

1875 
May  2^. 
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C.  J.  B.     of  Mr.  J.  D.  Oood,  an  accountant,  for  the  purpose  of  making  out 

1975       a  statement  of  their  affairs.    Immediately  after  the  filing  of  the 

jRu  parte     petition,  Good  was,  on  their  application,  appointed  receiver  of  their 

GoBDON.     property  and  manager  of  their  business.  He,  without  any  order  of 

GoMKMALL.  the  Court,  and  without  the  sanction  of  any  of  the  creditors,  employed 

""^        some  valuers  to  make  a  valuation  of  the  debtors'  assets,  at  a  cost  of 

£300.    The  assets  consisted  of  freehold  and  leasehold  property, 

machinery,  woollen  goods,  both  finished  and  raw,  engines,  shaftings, 

and  other  apparatus  affixed  to  the  debtors'  mills.   He  also,  without 

any  authority  from  the  Court  or  the  creditors,  employed  the  debtors 

for  a  period  of  eight  weeks  to  assist  in  the  management  of  the 

business,  at  a  salary  of  £15  a  week.    The  property  was  valued  at 

more  than  £28,000.    The  first  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held 

on  the  22nd  of  September,  and  a  statement  of  the  debtors'  affairs, 

which  had  been  prepared  by  Oood,  was  produced.    The  creditors 

resolved  to  accept  a  composition  of  7».  6d.  in  the  pound,  to  be  paid 

in  instalments,  the  payment  of  which  was  to  be  guaranteed  by 

some  persons  mentioned  by  the  debtors,  and  a  further  sum  of 

Is.  6d.  in  the  pound,  without  any  guarantee.    The  second  meeting 

of  the  creditors  was  held  on  the  3rd  of  October,  and  it  then 

appeared    that  the  proposed  guarantors  declined  to  give  the 

guarantee.    The  creditors  thereupon  separated  without  passing 

any  resolution. 

On  the  5th  of  October  the  debtors  were  adjudicated  banknipts 
on  a  creditor's  petition,  and  on  the  23rd  of  October  Mr.  John 
Gordon  was  appointed  trustee  of  their  property.  A  committee  of 
inspection,  consisting  of  five  of  the  creditors,  was  also  appointed. 
Mr.  Oood  claimed  to  be  paid  by  the  trustee  the  costs  of  the  valua- 
tions, and  also  the  amount  of  the  allowance  which  he  had  made  to 
the  bankrupts  for  their  services  in  carrying  on  the  business.  The 
trustee,  by  the  direction  of  the  committee  of  inspection,  declined 
to  pay  these  sums.  Good  then  applied  to  the  Court  for  an 
order  that  the  costs  of  the  valuation  should  be  paid  to  him. 
The  Judge  ordered  that  these' costs  should  be  allowed,  subject  to 
their  being  taxed  by  the  Registrar.  From  this  order  the  trustee 
appealed. 
With  regard  to  the  sum  claimed  for  remuneration  of  the  bank* 
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mpts,  the  trastee  applied  to  the  Court  for  its  direction  as  to 
whether  he  should  allow  it  to  Good  in  his  accounts  as  receiver  and 
manager.  The  Judge  ordered  that  it  should  be  allowed.  From 
this  order  the  trustee  also  appealed. 

Mr.  Ve  Oex,  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Finlay  Knight^  for  the  first 
appeal : — 

This  receiver  was  appointed  by  the  Court  under  Bule  260.  Even 
if  Bule  262  would  have  authorized  a  receiver  nominated  by  the 
creditors  in  incurring  this  expense,  it  does  not  apply  to  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  Court.  At  any  rate,  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
ought  to  Jiave  been  first  obtained  (1). 

It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  valuation  of  the  property 
has  been  made  on  the  footing  of  a  forced  sale,  whereas  it  ought  to 
have  been  made  on  the  footing  of  a  sale^as  a  going  concern.  It 
is  a  perfectly  useless  valuation,  and  could  only  have  been  made  in 
the  interest  of  the  debtors,  with  a  view  to  induce  the  creditors  to 
accept  a  smaller  composition  than  they  would  otherwise  have 
agreed  to. 

[They  cited  Ex  parte  RusseU  (2).] 

Mr.  LUUe^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  W(IK$,  for  the  receiver,  were  not 
called  on. 
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'  (1)  Rule  260  provides :  "  Tbo  Court 
may  at  any  time  after  presentation  of 
the  petition  appoint  a  reoeirer  or 
manager  of  the  property  or  business  of 
the  debtor,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  and 
may  direct  immediate  possession  to  be 
taken  of  such  property  or  business  or 
any  part  thereof." 

Rule  261 :  "  Any  receiver  or  manager 
so  appointed  shall  enter  upon  and  act 
in  the  performance  of  his  office  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  and  to  such 
extent,  as  the  Court  may  from  time  to 
time  direct." 

Rule  262  provides :  "  A  trader  shall 
state  in  his  petition    the  estimated 


amount  of  the  debts  owing  by  him  to 
his  creditors,  and,  where  no  receiver  or 
manager  has  been  appointed  by  tho 
Court,  a  majority  in  value  of  such 
creditors  may,  at  any  time  prior  to  the 
passing  of  the  special  or  extraordinary 
resolution,  as  the  case  may  be,*  nomi- 
nate and  appoint  a  receiver  or  manager 
of  the  trade  effects  or  business  of  the 
debtor,  or  any  part  thereof,  according  to 
the  form  in  the  schedule.  Where  any 
such  receiver  or  manager  has  been  so 
appointed  he  shall  investigate  the 
state  of  tho  debtor^s  affairs,  and  report 
thereon  to  the  general  meeting  of  cre- 
ditors." 


(2).5D.  M.  &G.373. 
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a  J.  B.     Sib  James  Bacon,  CJ.  :-* 

1875  The  receiver  has  only  such  powers  as  the  Court  delegates  to 


Ez  parte  him  in  the  first  instance,  or  sanctions  the  exercise  of  by  him  after- 
wards.  But  I  think  that  the  Appellant's  counsel  have  endeayoured 
Go)|EBBALL.  to  give  mucli  too  narrow  a  construction  to  the  Kules.  The  260th 
rule  provides  for  the  appointment  by  the  Court  of  a  receiver  or 
manager,  with  power  to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  debtor's 
property  or  business,  and  by  Bule  261  any  suoh  receiver  ^^  shall 
enter  upon  and  act  in  the  performance  of  his  o£Sce  at  such  time, 
and  in  such  manner,  and  to  such  an  extent,  as  the  Court  may  from 
time  to  time  direct."  Now,  although  that  speaks  of  the  future,  I 
am  not  at  all  sure  that  the  proper  construction  of  it  is  not  this — 
that  the  Court's  direction  or  sanction  may  as  well  be  given  after  a 
thing  is  done,  provided  the  Court  is  satisfied  that  it  has  been  well 
and  properly  done,  as  the  Court  may  unquestionably  direct  it  to 
be  done  in  the  first  instance.  Then  by  the  262nd  rule  the  duties 
of  a  receiver  nominated  by  the  creditors  are  very  distinctly 
pointed  out.  It  was  not  at  all  necessary  to  point  them  out  in  the 
Bule  relating  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  by  the  Court, 
because  as  the  power  was  to  proceed  from  the  Court  in  the  first 
instance,  it  is  left  with  the  Court  to  regulate  the  proceedings  of 
the  receiver.  Wliere,  however,  the  creditors  take  the  matter  in 
hand  under  the  262nd  rule,  there  the  nature  of  the  duties  of  the 
receiver,  which  are  to  be  discharged  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors, 
is  more  distinctly  pointed  out  [His  Lordship  read  the  262nd 
rule.]  But  I  should  be  narrowing  the  interpretation  of  the  Bule  if 
I  were  to  say  that  its  provisions  apply  only  where  the  receiver  is 
appointed  by  the  creditors,  the  Court  not  having  made  the  appoint- 
ment. The  duties  of  the  receiver  are  so  clearly  pointed  out  that 
no  one  can  doubt  what  the  Court  in  its  discretion  would  direct  the 
receiver  appointed  by  it  to  do.  The  receiver  is  tojnvestigate  the 
state  of  the  debtor's  affairs,  not  to  examine  into  his  accounts,  but 
to  investigate  the  state  of  his  affairs,  and  to  report  thereon  to  the 
general  meeting  of  the  creditors.  That  is  his  duty.  He  must 
make  himself  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  the  debtor's  property 
in  order  to  arrive  at  the  state  of  his  affairs.  In  this  case  it  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  the  debtors'  property  consists  of  freehold 
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and  leasehold  eatates,  goods  manufactured  and  raw,  and  plant  of  0»  J.  B. 
very  considerable  value.  Whether  the  receiver  is  appointed  by  1875 
the  Court  or  by  the  creditors,  it  must  be  his  duty,  when  the  meeting  ex  paru 
of  the  creditors  takes  place,  to  present  himself  there,  and  to  say,  I  ^^^^^*  . 
have  investigated  the  state  of  the  debtor's  affairs,  and  I  have  Gombbsall. 
ascertained  what  is  the  value  of  the  assets  in  respect  of  which  he  '  ' 
is  about  to  submit  a  proposition  for  a  composition.  It  is  right 
that  you  should  know  what  means  he  has  available  to  satisfy  his 
debts.  These  proceedings  are  taken  in  the  interest  of  the  cre- 
ditors. Yet,  because  the  Bules^do  not  in  terms  say  that  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  Court '  is  to  discharge  the  same  duties  as  a  re- 
ceiver nominated  by  the  creditors,  I  am  asked  to  say  that  the 
receiver  who  has  been  appointed  by  the  Court,  who  has  discharged 
his  duties,  as  I  must  assume,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  and 
who  has  the  sanction  of  the  Court  for  the  making  of  this  valuation, 
and  who  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  entitled  to  be  allowed  the 
costs  of  making  it,  subject  to  taxation  by  the  officer  of  the  Court 
(than  which  no  order  can  be  more  consistent  with  a  proper  ad- 
ministration in  bankruptcy),  is  to  be  disallowed  these  costs,  because, 
it  is  said,  I  should  be  laying  down  a  general  rule  that  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  Court  has  power  to  make  any  valuations  he 
pleases.  I  lay  down  no  such  rule,  nor  did  the  learned  Judge  of 
the  County  Court.  Bat,  having  full  means  of  judging,  and  the  power 
of  exercising  his  discretion,  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  in  the 
interest  of  the  creditors  that  the  valuation  should  be  made,  and 
that  it  was  just  that  the  receiver,  who  had  simply  discharged  his 
duty,  should  be^  reimbursed  for  all  that  he  had  expended  in 
that  way,  subject,  as  I  have  said,  to  taxation.  If*  it  were  only  a 
question  whether  this  was  a  proper  exercise  of  the  discretion 
of  the  Court,  I  should  have  hesitated  to  interfere  with  what 
the  learned  Judge  has  done.  He  is  far  better  acquainted  with 
the  circumstances  than  I  am,  and  what  I  have  said  is  for  the 
purpose  of  guarding  myself  against  its  being  supposed  that  I 
have  laid  down  any  general  rule  that  a  receiver  is  at  liberty 
always  to  make  charges  of  this  kind.  In  my  opinion  there  is 
no  ground  whatever  for  this  appeal,  and  it  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 
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O.J.B.         Mr.  De  Oex^  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Finhy  Kniffht,  for  the  second 
1875       appeal : — 

JQb  parts  Bj  sects.  26  and  38  express  power  is  given  to  the  trustee^  with 
j^  ^^  '  the  consent  of  the  creditors,  to  employ  the  bankrupt  in  the  carr}'- 
GouBRSALL.  ing  on  of  his  business,  and  to  allow  him  a  remuneration  for  so 
doing.  No  such  power  is  given  to  a  receiver  or  manager,  and  the 
inference  is  that  he  was  not  intended  to  have  it.  At  any  rate,  he 
cannot  incur  such  an  expense  without  the  previous  consent  of  the 
creditors. 

The  counsel  for  the  Bespondent  were  not  called  upon. 

Sib  James  BaooNi  G  J. : — 

The  Bule  gives  the  Court  power  to  appoint  a  manager  of  the 
debtor's  business.  How  is  he  to  manage  the  business  without 
employing  prope^  persons  to  assist  him  ?  And  if  so,  why  may 
he  not  employ  the  debtors,  if  they  are  proper  persons,  and 
remunerate  them  for  their  services?  It  is  a  matter  entirely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Court.  This  is  a  most  unreasonable 
and  idle  appeal,  and  it  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  WiMamBon^  HiU,  dk  Co., 
agents  for  Messrs.  Band  &  Barunckf  Leeds. 

Solicitor  for  the  Receiver :  Mr.  C  Walker,  Lotidon  and  Dews- 
bury. 
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TATLOK  V.  TAYLOR  M.  R, 

[1873    T.    99.]  ^ 

Ex  parte  TATLOB. 

Wia-Setiled  EttcUe—TrusUa-^Tenantfar  Life^Poeseman— Leases  and  Sales 

of  Settled  Estates  Act  (19  A  20  Vict,  c  120),  s.  32. 

A  testator,  after  devising  two  fifths  of  certain  real  estate  to  which  he  was 
entitled  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  receive  the  net  rents  and  pay  them  to  M, 
for  life  for  her  separate  use,  devised  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate 
to  the  same  trustees  upon  trust  to  receive  the  annual  and  other  rents,  interest, 
and  income  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estate,  and  after  defraying  thereout 
all  ground  and  landlord's  rent  (if  any),  and  all  taxes  charges,  and  expenses  of 
insurance,  repairs,  collection,  and  other  necessary  outlay,  to  pay  the  net 
annual  rents,  interest,  and  income,  then  left  to  M.  for  life  for  her  separate 
vise.    The  will  contained  no  power  of  leasing : — 

Eddy  that  M.  was  not  "entitled  to  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits"  of  the  testator's  residuary  real  estate,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  32 
of  the  Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Act^  and  consequently  that  M, 
was  not  entitled  to  grant  leases  thereof. 

James  MOLTNEUX  TAYLOB,  by  Ub  wiU,  dated  the  13th  of 
May,  1870,  made  certain  devises  and  bequests  in  favour  of  his  wife, 
Marianne  Taylor.  The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows : — **  And 
whereas  by  the  indenture  of  settlement,  bearing  date  on  or  about 
the  30th  day  of  August,  1848,  made  previously  to  and  in  contem- 
plation of  my  marriage  with  my  said  wife,  Marianne  Taylor,  then 
Marianne  Croedandf  widow,  my  share  and  shares,  original  and 
accruing,  of  and  in  the  net  annual  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  the 
residue  qf  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  James  Taylor,  deceased,  my 
late  £ftther,  directed  by  the  will  of  the  said  James  Taylor^  bearing 
date  on  or  about  the  19th  day  of  May,  1846,  to  be  paid  to  his  five 
<^ildren,  myself  James  Molyneux  Taylor,  George  Thomas  Taylor, 
Ann  Taylor,  Sophia  Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor,  for  their  natural 
lives,  share  and  share  alike,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  as  to  two 
shares  thereof  between  myself  and  my  said  brother,  the  said  George 
Thomas  Tixyhr,  and  as  to  three  shares  thereof  between  my  sisters, 
the  said  Ann  Taylor,  Sophia  Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor,  were  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  authority  and  power  in  that  behalf  in  the  said 
You  XX.  X  2 
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will  granted,  assured,  transferred,  and  set  over  to  WiUiam  Espivenf 
de  la  YiUesboimet  and  John  Orady,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  but  for  and  only  during  the  lives  and  life  of  the 
said  Ann  TayloTy  Sophia  Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor,  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  and  no  longer,  upon  the  trusts,  for  the  purposes,, 
and  subject  to  the  restrictions  and  limitations  in  the  same  inden- 
ture expressed  and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  same ;  And 
whereas  the  said  Oeorge  Thomas  Taylor  has  since  departed  this 
life ;  and  whereas  the  interests  comprised  in  the  said  indenture  of 
settlement,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  therein  for  the  separate 
use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Marianne  Taylor,  consist  of  two  fifth 
shares  of  the  said  net  annual  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  the 
said  residue  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  said  James 
Taylor,  deceased ;  and  the  same  interests  and  provisions  are  liable 
to  wholly  cease  and  determine  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 
them,  the  said  Am%  Taylor,  Sophia  Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  said  Marianne  Taylor,  and  the  said  Marianne 
Taylor  would  be  thereby  left  without  any  proper  and  competent 
marital  provision ;  And  whereas  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
will  of  the  said  James  Taylor,  deceased,  I  am  seised  or  possessed 
of  or  otherwise  absolutely  entitled  in  reversion  expectant,  upon  the* 
decease  of  my  said  three  sisters,  the  said  Ann  Taylor,  Sophia 
Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor,  to  the  said  residue  of  the  said  real  and 
personal  estate  of  the  said  James  Taylor,  deceased ;  Now,  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  Ann  Taylor^ 
Sophia  Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor,  and  in  case  my  said  wife,. 
Marian/ne  Taylor,  shall  be  then  living,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
two  undivided  equal  fifth  parts  or  shares,  the  whole  into  five  equal 
parts  or  shares  being  considered  as  divided,  of  and  in^the  said 
residue  of  the  said  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  said  Jam^  Taylor, 
deceased^  so  given,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  me  by  the  said  will 
of  the  said  James  Taylor,  deceased,  as  aforesaid,  unto  and  to  the- 
use  of  WiUiam  Hoy  and  Jeremiah  Keily,  their  heirs,  executors,, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  that  they  the  said  William 
Hoy  and  Jeremiah  KeUy,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall,  during 
the  life  of  the  said  Mariarme  Taylor,  receive,  perceive,  and  take 
the  net  annual  produce,  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  the  said 
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two  fifth  parts  or  shares  of  the  said  residue  of  the  said  real 
and  personal  estate^  and  pay,  ^pplyt  ^^^^  dispose  of  the  same  net 
annual  rents,  interest,  and  income,  to  and  for  the  said  Marianne 
Taylor  during  her  life  and  for  her  separate  use,**  without  power  of 
anticipation,  '^  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Marianne 
Taylor^  do  and  shall  grant  and  assign  or  otherwise  convey  and 
assure  the  said  two  fifth  parts  or  shares  of  the  said  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  the  person  or  persons  who,  under  the  dispositions 
of  this  my  will,  or  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  shall  be  entitled 
to  the  r^due  of  my  real  and  personal  estate."    And  after  be- 
queathing two  annuities  and  certain  pecuniary  legacies,  which  he 
charged  on  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate,  the  testator  con- 
tinued as  follows: — "I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all  the  rest, 
residue  and  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  of  what 
nature  or  kind  soever,  and  wheresoever,  subject,  however,  as  to  so 
much  and  such  part  of  my  said  residuary  real  and  personal  estate 
as  consists  of  the  said  two  fifth  parts  or  shares  of  the  residue  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  the  said  James  Taylor^  deceased,  to  the 
trusts,  purposes,  restrictions,  and  limitation^  thereof  expressed  and 
contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  30th  August, 
1848,  and  to  the  testamentary  dispositions  and  provisions  of  and 
concerning  the  same,  to  take  effect  on  the  determination  of  the 
said  indenture  hereinbefore  contained;  and  as  to  the  remaining 
three  fifth  parts  or  shares  of  the  said  residue,  to  the  life  interests 
therein  of  the  said  Ann  Taylor ^  Sophia  Taylor,  and  Maria  Taylor, 
and  also  subject,  as  to  my  said  residuary  real  and  personal  estate, 
to  the  before-mentioned  charge  and  payment  of  the  said  two  several 
annuities  and  pecuniary  l^acies,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said 
William  Boy  and  Jeremiah  Keily,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  upon  trust  that  they  the  said  WiUiam  Hoy 
and  Jeremiah  Keily,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall 
receive,  perceive,  and  take  the  annual  and  other  rents,  interest, 
and  income  of  my  said  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  (but 
subject  as  aforesaid),  and  after  defraying  thereout  all  ground  and 
landlord's  rent  (if  any),  and  all  taxes,  charges,  and  expenses  of 
insurance,  repairs,  collections,  and  other  necessary  outlay,  and  in 

case  the  said  Marianne  Taylor  shall  be  then  living,  and  have  sur- 
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yived  the  said  Ann  Taylor^  Sophia  Taylor^  and  Maria  Taylor^  do  and 
shall  paji  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  net  annual  rents,  interest,  and 
income  then  left,  to  and  for  the  said  Marianne  Taylor ^  daring  her 
life  for  her  separate  use,"  without  power  of  anticipation,  **  and  in 
case  the  said  Marianne  Taylor  shaU  be  then  dead,  and  the  said 
Ann  Taylor^  Sophia  Taylor ^  and  Maria  Taylor^  or  any  two  or  one 
of  them  shall  be  living,  then  do  and  shall  pay  the  said  net  annual 
rents,  interest^  and  income,  to  the  said  Ann  Taylor^  Sophia  Taylor, 
and  Maria  Taylor,  in  equal  shares,  and  if  only  two  of  them  be 
living,  then  to  the  two  in  equal  shares,  and  if  one  only  shaU  be 
living,  then  the  whole  to  that  one ;  and  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  Marianne  Taylor,  Ann  Taylor,  Sophia  Taylor,  and 
Maria  Taylor,  do  and  shall  grant  and  assign,  or  otherwise  convey 
and  assure  my  said  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  unto  and  to 
the  use  of  such  person  or  persons,  for  such  estates  or  estate,  in- 
terests or  interest  and  purposes  and  purpose  as  I  may  by  any 
codicil  or  codicils  to  this  my  will  hereinafter  nominate,  limit,  and 
direct"    The  will  contained  no  power  to  grant  leases. 

The  testator  made  several  codicils  to  his  will,  by  the  last  of 
which,  dated  the  24th  of  April,  1869,  he  appointed  James  Ouddon 
as  a  trustee  in  place  of  William  Hoy,  and  he  gave  further  pecu- 
niary legacies,  and  gave  the  ultimate  residue  of  his  estate  to 
Jeremiah  KeUy  absolutely ;  but  in  case  he  should  die  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator's  wife  or  sisters,  he  gave  such  residue  to  his 
wife  and  sisters  in  equal  shares,  or  to  the  survivor  of  them.  The 
testator  died  in  April,  1870. 

The  suit  of  Taylor  v.  Taylor  was  instituted  to  administer  the 
estate  of  the  testator's  father,  James  Taylor.  A  suit  of  Taylor  v* 
Keily  was  also  instituted  to  administer  the  estate  of  the  testator. 

The  testator's  sisters,  Ann,  Sophia,  and  Maria,  were  all  dead. 
Marianne  Taylor  had  entered  into  contracts  for  granting  leases  of 
portions  of  the  real  estate  comprised  in  the  wills  of  James  Taylor 
and  the  testator.  An  application  was  now  made  in  the  suit  of 
Taylor  v.  Taylor  that  the  contracts  might  be  approved  by  the 
Court,  and  leases  granted  in  pursuance  thereof. 


Mr.  Baffsham,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  Ba^sham,  in  support  of  the 
application. 


VOL.  XX,] 


EQUITT  OASEa 


301 


Mr.  Inee,  for  Messrs.  KeUy  and  Cuddan,  the  trustees  :^- 

First,  the  application  ought  to  have  been  made  in  the  suit  of 
Taylor  v.  Ketly. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  said  that  if  necessary  he  would 
give  leave  to  amend  the  summons  in  this  respect.] 

Secondly,  the  application  is  wrong  in  point  of  substance.  Mrs. 
Taylor  has  no  power  to  grant  leases  under  the  will,  nor  is  she  a 
person  *'  entitled  to  the  possession  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled 
Estates  Ad,  s.  32. 

Mr.  Baffshawe,  Q.C.,  in  reply : — 

The  words  ''  entitled  to  the  possession  or  to  the  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  "  are  a  conventional  expression  used  throughout 
the  Act  to  indicate  the  beneficial  owner  of  the  property :  Orey  v. 
Jenkins  (1).  Mrs.  Taylor  is  the  beneficial  owner,  and  upon  making 
application  to  the  Court,  would,  according  to  the  ordinary  practice, 
be  let  into  possession  of  the  property. 

[He  also  referred  to  Tidd  v.  Lister  (2).] 
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Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

The  question  which  I  have  to  consider  is,  the  proper  construc- 
tion to  be  put  on  the  32nd  section  of  the  Leases  and  Sales  of 
Settled  Estates  Act  under  the  circumstances  I  am  about  to  men* 
tion.    [His  Honour  stated  the  facts,  and  continued : — ^] 

The  result  is  this,  that,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  three  ladies 
having  died,  there  is  now  no  question  of  what  is  to  become  of  the 
income  during  their  three  lives  of  the  two  fifths ;  and  both  the 
two  fifths  and  the  three  fifths  follow  the  disposition  of  the  will,  but 
they  do  not  follow  the  same  disposition.  As  to  the  two  fifths,  the 
testator  gives  merely  the  net  income  which  he  had  settled,  being 
two  fifths  of  the  net  income,  subject  only  to  such  deductions  as 
they  were  properly  subject  to  under  the  will  of  James  Taylor. 
But  as  regards  the  three  fifths,  he  orders  certain  things  to  be  paid 
which  would  not  be  payable  out  of  the  two  fifths  as  it  seems  to  me. 
There  are  larger  words,  and  there  are  matters  to  be  paid  out  of 

(1)  26  Beav.  351.  (2)  5  Madd.  429. 
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Tatlob      ^0  ^  P^d  out  of  the  three  fifths,  and  not  out  of  the  two  fifths, 

Taylob      ^though  they  related  to  the  matter  of  the  two  fifths  as  well  as  to 

the  three  fifths. 

Taylob.  More  than  that,  as  I  understand  it,  the  gift  applies  not  merely 
to  what  the  testator  took  under  the  will  of  his  &ther,  James 
Taylor,  but  also  to  the  rest  of  the  income  of  his  own  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate,  whatever  it  might  be.  It  forms  one 
mass,  and  out  of  the  income  so  received  the  trustees  are  to 
pay  all  charges,  including  the  charges  and  expenses  of  insurance, 
repairs,  collections,  and  other  necessary  outlay.  So  we  have  a 
trust  that  they  shall  receive  and  that  they  shall  pay,  not  the  net 
rents  of  a  particular  house  (because,  as  I  understand,  they  might 
have  applied  the  rents  of  one  house  to  the  repairs  of  another 
house  or  the  insurance  of  another  house),  but  that  they  shall  pay 
the  net  residue,  after  making  all  these  payments  in  respect  of 
the  whole  property,  to  this  lady  for  her  separate  use. 

Now,  the  material  part  of  the  82nd  section,  of  the  Act  is  this : 
*'  It  shall  be  lawful  for  a^y  person  entitled  to  the  possession  or  to 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  any  settled  estates  for  an 
estate  for  life,"  to  lease  for  auy  term  not  exceeding  twenty-one 
years,  *^  provided  that  every  such  demise  be  made  by  deed,  and  the 
best  rent  that  can  reasonably  be  obtained  be  thereby  reserved, 
without  any  fine,  or  other  benefit  in  the  nature  of  a  fine,  which 
rent  shall  be  incident  to  the  immediate  revetsion,'*  the  demise 
not  to  be  made  without  impeachment  of  waste,  and  to  contain 
covenants  for  the  payment  and  receipt  of  the  rent,  and  such  other 
usual  and  proper  covenants  as  the  lessor  shall  think  fit,  and  a  con- 
dition of  reentry.  That  is,  therefore,''giving  to  the  person  making 
the  demise  a  very  great  power  of  management^  because  in  the 
case  of  the  trustees  being  appointed  managers  by  the  will,  it  is 
enabling  the  person  said  to  be  the  beneficial  tenant  for  life  not 
only  to  lease  without  their  consent,  but  to  impose  such  terms  on 
the  lessee  as  the  tenant  for  life,  or  so-ccdled  tenant  for  life,  shall 
think  fit  It  is  a  very  strong  interference,  therefore,  with  the 
management  of  the  estate,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  Legis- 
lature intended  that  to  apply  to  a  case  where  the  tenant  for  life 
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"was  not  the  manager  of  tbe  estate.  I  do  not  think  the  Legislature 
•did  so  intend.  In  the  case  I  have  before  me  the  management  is 
in  the  trustees.  They  are  clearly,  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
'will,  the  persons  to  receive  the  rents.  They  are  the  persons  to 
pay  the  charges  of  insurances,  repairs,  collections,  and  other 
necessary  outlay,  besides  the  annuities,  and  so  on.  Clearly, 
therefore,  as  for  as  the  words  and  the  meaning  of  the  will  are 
concerned,  they  are  to  have  the  management,  and  are  to  dispose 
of  and  apply  the  net  annual  income  and  rents  that  may  be  left  to 
the  lady,  and  for  her  separate  use  if  she  should  be  married.  As 
£Eir  as  the  will  is  concerned,  and  as  far  as  the  express  intention  of 
the  testator  can  be  gathered  from  his  words,  the  trustees  are  the 
managers  of  the  estate. 

Then  it  is  said,  and  truly  said,  that  there  are  certain  cases  in 
which,  although  similar  words  have  occurred  in  wills,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  has  thought  fit  to  put  the  tenant  for  life  in  posses- 
sion. I  agree,  but  I  say  that  it  is  subject  to  the  judicial  dis- 
*cretion  of  the  Court.  It  ia  not  the  right  of  the  tenant  for  life 
to  be  in  possession.  The  tenant  for  life  is  not  entitled  to  the 
possession,  but  the  Court  has  a  power,  notwithstanding  similar 
expressions  in  a  will,  to  say  that,  looking  to  the  whole  will,  the 
intent  can  be  fiilly  accomplished  by  putting  the  tenant  for^  life 
in  possession,  taking  security  from  the  tenant  for  life  either  in  the 
shape  of  an  undertaking  (if  that  should  be  thought  sufiScient),  or, 
in  some  instances,  other  substantial  security,  that  what  remains  to 
he  done  under  the  will  for  the  benefit  of  persons  other  than  the 
tenant  for  life,  shall  be  duly  performed.  The  tenant  for  life  in 
such  a  case  is  not  a  person  entitled  to  possession,  but  a  person  who 
may  obtain  the  possession  by  judicial  process,  and  to  whom  the 
trustees  ought  not  to  hand  over  the  possession  unless  either  by 
the  leave  of  the  Court,  or,  if  they  choose  to  act  without  the  leave 
of  the  Court,  then  by  taking  such  security  as  would  indemnify 
them  hereafter  for  any  breach  by  the  tenant  for  life  of  those 
•duties  which  the  trustees  ought  themselves  to  perform.  There- 
fore, in  such  a  case  as  I  have  before  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
lady  is  not  entitled  to  the  possession. 

Then  the  next  point  is  as  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits. 
That  is  the  same  thing.    The  trustees  are  the  persons  who,  by  the 
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will,  are  directed  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits.  I  agree  that  I 
might  upon  terms  take  the  receipt  from  them.  I  might  possibly 
do  so  eyen  in  this  case,  but  then  the  tenant  for  life  is  not  entitled 
to  the  receipt.  She  may  obtain  it  through  the  intervention  of 
the  Court,  but  she  is  not  a  person  entitled,  in  my  opinion,  to  the 
receipt.  The  very  notion  that  this  Act  of  Parliament  was  ta 
allow  a  person  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits  to 
take  away  the  management  and  letting  of  the  estate  from  the 
trustees  while  they  remained  in  actual  management  and  in  receipt 
of  the  rents,  is,  according  to  my  judgment,  wholly^  repugnant  to 
the  ordinary  proceedings  of  the  Legislature  in  not  interfering  witb 
the  testamentary  dispositions  of  men  more  than  is  absolutely 
necessary.  I  think  the  Act  has  no  application,  and  that  there  ia 
no  power  of  this  sort,  and  the  application  must  be  refused. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Harting  &  Sons  ;  Mr.  KeHy. 


M«  R. 
1875 


May  28 ; 
June  1. 


BOTHAMLET  v.  SHERSON.    ' 

[1872    B.    263.] 

Specific  Legacy  defined-^OiJt  <f**allmy  Stock  in  the  Midland  BaUway  (7a»»- 
jpany^—Wxlh  Ad  (1  Vict.  c.  26),  ».  2^— Charge  <m  Property  epecificaU^ 
"bequeathed — Bedemption  or  Compensation, 

Legacies  which  before  the  passing  of  the  WQh  Act  would  have  beex^ 
specific,  remain  specific. 

A  gift  of  *'  all  my  stock  in  the  Midland  BaUway  Company^  is  specific 

A  specific  l^atee  is  entitled  to  have  his  legacy  redeemed  from  chaigea 
created  by  the  testator  (as  distinguished  from  charges  incidental  to  the 
property)  at  the  expense  of  the  testator's  general  estate,  or,  if  the  property 
is  not  redeemed,  to  have  composition  out  of  the  general  estate  to  the 
amount  of  the  legacy. 

A  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1869,  made  a  bequest  of  "  all  my  shares  oc 
stock  in  the  Midland  BaUway  Company  *•  to  trustees  upon  certain  trusts. 
Be  was  at  the  date  of  his  will  entitled  to  £1000  stock  in  that  company.  In 
February,  1871,  he  transferred  the  stock  into  the  names  of  certain  bankers 
to  secure  an  advance  made  by  them  to  A.^  who  gave  the  testator  an  under* 
taking  that  the  stock  should  be  re-transferred  within  three  months.  The 
testator  died  in  1872 ;  and  after  his  death  the  bankers  sold  the  stock  (which 
had  never  been  re-transferred)  and  applied  the  proceeds  in  reduction  of  the 
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debt  dae  from  A.    Under  orders  made  in  a  suit  to  administer  the  testator's  M.  B. 

estate^  A.  transferred  £500  Midland  BaHway  stock  into  Court,  but  was  ^gi-* 

unable  to  make  any  further  transfer : —  wv^ 

Edd^  that  the  trustees  of  the  aforesaid  bequest  were  entitled  to  the  stock  Bothahlet 

so  transferred  into  Courts  and  not  the  residuary  legatee.  Sbebsox 

Definition  of  specific  legacy.  .— 

Parratt  v.  Wars/old  (1)  observed  upon. 

XhIS  was  the  farther  consideration  of  a  suit  for  the  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  of  Thomas  Oliver,  who  by  his  will,  dated  the  2nd 
of  November,  1869,  made  a  beqnest  as  follows : — "  I  give  and  be- 
queath all  my  shares  or  stock  in  the  Midland  BaUway  Company, 
and  all  my  East  and  Wed  India  Dock  stock,  and  my  debentures  in 
the  Wed  Shropshire  Mineral  BaUway  Company  "  unto  Alexander 
NoweU  Shereoi^,  the  Bev.  Thomas  Ralph  Musselwhite,  and  Thomas 
EUton  Bothamley,  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  (among  other  per- 
sons) the  testator's  niece,  Mary  Farman,  and  her  children ;  and 
he  thereby  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  Alexander 
NowtH  Sherson  and  Thomas  Hilton  Boihamley  upon  trust  for  Emily 
Catharine  Oliver  absolutely.  The  testator  made  two  codicils  to 
his  will,  dated  respectively  the  25th  of  November,  1871,  and  the 
16th  of  March,  1872,  but  did  not  thereby  alter  or  affect  the  be- 
quest of  the  Midland  BaUway  stock,  Ead  and  Wed  India  Dock 
stock,  and  Wed  Shropshire  BaSway  debentures.  He  died  on  the 
22nd  of  April,  1872. 

The  testator  was  at  the  date  of  his  will  possessed  of  £1000  stock 
in  the  Midland  BaUway  Company.  In  or  about  February,  1871, 
the  testator,  at  the  request  of  Alexander  NoweU  Sherson,  trans- 
ferred this  sum  of  stock  into  the  names  of  Messrs.  Bobarts,  Lubbock, 
d  Co^  bankers,  by  way  of  security  for  the  repayment  of  a  loan 
made  by  them  to  Sherson,  who  gave  the  testator  an  undertaking 
to  re-transfer  the  stock  to  the  testator  within  three  months  of  the 
transfer.  At  the  death  of  the  testator  the  stock  had  not  been  re- 
transferred,  and  Sherson's  debt  to  Messrs.  Bdbarts^  Lvhboek,  &  Co. 
remained  imdischarged.  On  the  24th  of  December,  1873,  Messrs. 
Bobarts,  Lubbock,  dt  Co.  sold  the  stock,  and  applied  the  proceeds 
in  reduction  of  their  debt.  An  order  was  afterwards  made  in  this 
cause  that  Sherson  should  transfer  £1000  of  such  stock,  and  pay 

(1)  IJac  &  W.  694. 
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M.  B.       the  dividends  which  had  accrued  thereon  into  Court  by  certain 

1875        instalments;  and  in  obedience  to  this  order  Shenon  transferred 

BoTHAHLET  £^00  stock  into  Court,  but  was  unable  to  transfer  any  further 

sJbson.    stock,  or  to  paythe  dividends. 

—  The  general  personal  estate  of  the  testator  was  barely  8u£Scient 

for  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  and  nothing  would  be  coming 

to  the  residuary  legatee  unless  the  £500  Midland  stock  which  had 

been  transferred  into  Court  fell  within  the  residuary  bequest ;  and 

under  these  circumstances  the  question  arose  who  was  entitled  to 

that  fund. 

Mr.  Fischer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  C.  Wright,  for  ErnQy  Catharine 
Oliver^  submitted  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  fund  as  residuary 
legatee.  The  gift  of  Midland  stock  was  not  a  specific  legacy: 
ParroU  v.  WorsfcUd  (1) ;  Ooodlad  v.  Burnett  (2). 

Mr.  Millar f  for  Mary  Farman  and  her  children : — 

It  is  quite  clear  that  according  to  the  law  as  it  stood  previously 
to  the  passing  of  the  Willa  Act,  a  gift  of  "  all  my  stock  in  the 
Midland  BaUway "  was  specific :  WiUiama  on  Executors  (3)  ; 
Sidney  v.  Sidney  (4) ;  SmaUman  v.  Qodden  (5).  The  only  autho- 
rity to  the  contrary  is  Parroit  v.  Worsfdld.  That  case  was 
decided  on  the  theory  that  the  ordinary  criterion  of  a  specific  be- 
quest is  that  it  is  liable  to  ademption.  It  is  now  settled  that  that 
is  not  the  true  criterion.  Thus  a  bequest  (made  before  the  pass- 
ing of  the  Wills  Ad)  of  all  the  stocks  in  the  public  funds  of  which 
the  testator  might  be  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  held  to 
be  specific :  Fontaine  v.  Tyler  (6) ;  Stepheneon  v.  Dotvson  (?)•  The 
nature  of  the  bequest  has  not  been  altered  by  sect.  24  of  the  Wills 
Act ;  a  bequest  which  before  the  passing  of  that  Act  was  specific 
is  still  specific ;  and  the  only  effect  of  the  Act  is  to  extend  the 
operation  of  the  bequest  so  as  to  include  property  answering  to 
the  description,  which  the  testator  acquired  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  his  will  and  was  possessed  of  at  his  death.    This  view  of 

(1)  1  Jac.  &  W.  594.  (4)  Law  Rep.  17  Eq.  65. 

(2)  1  K.  &  J.  341.  (5)  1  Oox,  329. 

(3)  6th  Ed.  vol  ii.  pp.  1077-1080.  (6)  9  Price,  94. 

(7)  3  Beav.  342. 
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the  Act  18  that  taken  by  Lord  Hatherley  when  yioe-Chancellor  in       M.  B. 
Trinder  y.  Trinder  (1).    Your  Honour  appears  to  have  also  adopted        1875 
that  view  in  commenting  on  Trinder  v.  Trinder  in  your  judgment  bothamuet 
in  Morriee  v.  Aylmer  (2).    Moreover,  the  same  view  has  been     g^^^jj 

taken  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  with  respect  to  devises  of  real       

estate  in  LancefiM  v.  Iggulden  (3). 

If,  then,  this  was  a  specific  legacy,  the  legatees  were  entitled  to 
have  it  redeemed  by  the  executors  of  the  testator ;  and  as  they 
did  not  redeem,  the  legatees  are  now  entitled  to  compensation  out 
of  the  general  assets ;  and  consequently  the  sum  of  £500  paid  into 
Ciourt  must  belong  to  them :  Knight  v.  Davis  (4) ;  Jarma/n,  on 
Wills  (5). 

Further,  the  testator  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  a  binding  contract  to  re-transfer  £1000  Midland  BaUway 
stock ;  and  I  submit  that  the  stock  to  which  the  testator  was  en- 
titled under  that  contract  would  pass  under  a  bequest  of  ^  all  my 
stock  in  the  Midland  Railway  Company :"  OcUiaon  v.  Qirling  (6) ; 
Bwrrani  v.  Friend  (7) ;  and  in  this  way  also  the  legatees  under 
the  bequest  in  question  are  entitled  to  the  fund  in  Court. 

Mr.  Fischer y  in  reply : — 

The  bequest  in  question  is  not  specific.  There  is  no  property 
here  on  which  you  can  Casten  as  that  which  testator  intended  to 
bequeath;  a  specific  legacy  is  that  which  you  can  individualise 
from  things  of  a  similar  kind.  This  view  is  supported  by  the 
authority  of  Farrott  v.  Yforsfdd  (8) ;  Douglas  v.  Douglas  (9) ; 
Ooodlad  V.  Bwmett  (10) ;  In  re  Oibson  (11). 

Then  it  is  said  that  the  legatees  were  entitled  to  have  the  stock 
redeemed  at  the  expense  of  the  estate.  But  the  doctrine  on  which 
this  contention  is  founded  has  never  been  applied  to  a  case  where 
the  charge  was  not  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator ;  nor 
where  the  charge  exceeded  the  value  of  the  property  charged,  as 
was  the  case  here.    If  the  stock  had  been  redeemed  a  larger  sum 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  695.  (6)  4  My.  &  Cr.  63. 

(2)  Ibid.  10  Ch.  149,  n.  (7)  6  De  G.  &  Sm.  343. 

(3)  Ibid.  136.  (8)  IJac.  &  W.  694. 

(4)  3  M7.  &  E.  358.  (9)  Kay,  400. 

{5)  3rd  Ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  596.  (10)  1  K.  &  J.  841. 

(11)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  669. 
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M.  B.      would  have  had  to  be  expended  than  the  yalue  of  the  stock,  and 
1875       thus  neither  residuary  nor  specific  legatees  would  have  benefited. 


V.  Mr.  Kekewieh,  and  Mr.  A.  T.  Watson,  appeared  for  other   arties* 


Sherson. 


Sib  G.  Jessel,  M  JS.  : — 

This  case  is  one  of  some  little  singularity,  and  has  given  rise  to 
a  yery  elaborate  argument  involving  some  important  points  of 
general  law. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  a  bequest  in  these  terms,  ^  I  be- 
queath all  my  shares  or  stock  in  the  Midland  Baikoay  Company, 
and  all  my  East  and  West  India  Dock  stock,  and  my  debentures 
in  the  West  Shropshire  Mineral  BaUway  Company P  unto  certain 
persons  upon  certain  trusts,  is  a  specific  bequest. 

The  first  point  to  consider  is,  what  a  specific  bequest  means ; 
and  certainly  great  discouragement  is  thrown  upon  succeeding 
Judges  by  Lord  CramoortVs  observations  in  the  case  of  Fidding 
V.  Preston  (1),  in  which  he  said :  ''  There  have  been  attempts  ia 
various  cases  to  determine  the  meaning  of  a  specific  legacy,  and 
what  is  the  test  whereby  such  legacies  may  be  distinguished  from 
general  bequests.  There  are  objections  to  most  of  the  definitions, 
but  I  think  we  are  quite  safe  in  treating  that  as  a  specific  bequest 
which  the  testator  directs  to  be  enjoyed  in  specie."  That  is  no 
definition  at  all ;  it  is  simply  saying  (putting  the  words  ^'  in  specie  " 
in  English),  **  that  is  a  specific  bequest  which  the  testator  directs 
to  be  enjoyed  specifically."  However,  notwithstanding  that  dis« 
couragement,  I  think  one  may  arrive;  at  a  tolerably  clear  idea  of 
what  a  specific  bequest  is.  In  the  first  place  it  is  a  part  of  the 
testator^s  property.  A  general  bequest  may  or  may  not  be  a  part 
of  the  testator's  property.  A  man  who  gives  £100  money  or  £100 
stock  may  not  have  either  the  money  or  the  stock,  in  which  case 
the  testator's  executors  must  raise  the  money  or  buy  the  stock ;  or 
he  may  have  money  or  stock  sufficient  to  discharge  the  legacy, 
in  which  case  the  executors  would  probably  discharge  it  out  of  the 
actual  money  or  stock.  But  in  the  case  of  a  general  legacy  it  has 
no  reference  to  the  actual  state  of  the  testator's  property,  it  being 
only  supposed  that  the  testator  has  sufficient  property  which  on 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  438, 443. 


V. 
.8BBB80K. 
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being  realized  will  procure  for  the  legatee  that  which  is  given  to        M.  R. 
him,  while  in  the  case  of  a  specific  bequest  it  must  be  of  a  part  of       i875 
the  testator^s  property  itself.    That  is  the  first  thing.  BothImlit 

In  the  next  place,  it  must  be  a  part  emphatically,  as  distin- 
guished from  the  whole.  It  must  be  what  has  been  sometimes 
called  a  severed  or  distinguished  part  It  must  not  be  the  whole, 
in  the  meaning  of  being  the  totality  of  the  testator's  property,  or 
the  totality  of  the  general  residue  of  his  property  after  having  given 
legacies  out  of  it  But  if  it  satisfy  both  conditions,  that  it  is  a 
part  of  the  testator's  property  itself,  and  is  a  part  as  distinguished, 
as  I  said  before,  from  the  whole,  or  from  the  whole  of  the  residue, 
then  it  appears  to  me  to  satisfy  everything  that  is  required  to  treat 
it  as  a  specific  legacy.  I  hope  the  definition  which  I  have  at- 
tempted to  ^ve  will  be  more  successful  than  those  which  have 
been  attempted  before,  but  I  can  only  express  that  hope  with 
some  degree  of  trepidation. ; 

Now  there  can  be  no  question,  as  I  understand  the  authorities, 
that  the  part  may  be  defined  in  any  way  which  distinguishes  it  If 
a  testator  gives  *'  the  black  horses  which  I  now  have,"  or  ^  the 
black  horses  of  which  I  shall  be  possessed  at  the  time  of  my 
death,"  or  at  any  other  specified  time,  the  gift  satisfies  the  defini- 
tion of  a  specific  legacy.  If  authority  were  wanted,  there  is  plenty. 
I  have  been  referred  to  a  great  many  cases,  and  I  will  mention  on 
that  point  one  or  two.  There  is  the  very  singular  case,  to  which 
I  shall  refer  for  another  purpose,  of  Stewart  v.  Dent<m  (1),  where 
the  gift  was  of  ^'  any  stock-in-trade  of  wines  and  spirituous  liquors 
which  I  shall  be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  deatL"  That  was 
held  to  be  specific  Again,  in  the  case  of  Fontaine  v.  Tyler  (2), 
Chief  Baron  Biehards  says,  ^  A  gift  of  all  the  horses  which  I  may 
have  in  my  stable  at  the  time  of  my  death,  would  be  specific." 
Therefore  the  mere  fSetct  of  death  being  referred  te  as  the  period 
for  ascertainment  does  not  make  the  gift  less  specific ;  and  those 
cases  get  rid  of  the  observations  made  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer^  in 
the  case  of  ParroU  v.  Worsfold  (8),  that  a  specific  legacy  must 
necessarily  be  subject  to  ademption.  That  cannot,  of  course,  be 
so  when  the  time  of  the  death  is  the  time  for  the  ascertainment ; 

(1)  4  Doug.  219.  (2)  9  Prioe,  9a 

(3)  IJac.  &  W.  694. 
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M.  B.      for  a  man  does  not  live  after  his  own  deaths  and  therefore  there  is 
1875       no  period  at  which  ademption  can  take  place.    It  is  not  necessary 
BoTHAMUEY  thoroforo  that  a  specific  bequest  should  be  subject  to  ademption. 
SRosoir.        Th^t  being  so,  the  next  point  I  have  to  consider  is,  first,  whether 

a  gift  in  the  words  I  have  read  was  specific  by  the  law  as  it  stood 

before  the  new  Wills  Ad;  and  secondly,  whether  it  is  less  specific 
now.  I  have  no  doubt  that  by  the  law  as  it  stood  before  the  new 
Willa  Act  that  gift  was  specific.  On  that  point  again  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  authority.  Lord  Alvantey,  in  the  case  of  Kirbt/  v. 
Potter  (1),  says,  that  a  legacy  **  of  my  stock,"  or  "  in  my  stock,"  or 
^  part  of  my  stock,"  is  a  specific  legacy.  In  the  case  of  Miller  v. 
Little  (2),  which  is  not  quite  in  point,  because  in  it  there  were  a 
few  other  words,  but  nothing  very  material,  it  was  held  that  a  gift 
of  **  my  shares  in  the  Grand  Junction  Canal  and  Navigation  Contr 
pany  "  was  a  specific  legacy.  And  in  a  case  before  Lord  Thurlow 
of  Humphreys  v.  Humphreys  (3),  the  words  were,  **  All  the  stock 
which  I  have  in  the  Three  per  Cents,  being  about  £5000,"  and 
that  was  considered  specific,  although  the  word  ^*  about "  was  used. 
There  are  a  great  many  other  cases  to  the  same  eifect. 

There  are  two  cases  which  at  first  sight  look  the  other  way. 
One  is  Parrott  v.  Worsfold  (4),  where  the  testator  gave  £1500 
Five  per  Cents,  and  all  other  his  stocks  that  he  might  be  possessed 
of  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  held  that  such  a 
gift  was  not  specific,  but  he  so  held  on  the  ground  I  have  men- 
tioned, that  he  thought  you  could  not  have  a  specific  legacy  that 
was  not  capable  of  ademption.  That,  as  I  have  said  before,  is  not 
a  sound  ground  to  take.  The  other  case,  which  is  referred  to 
by  Mr.  Justice  Williams  in  his  valuable  book  on  the  subject. 
Bummer  v.  Piteher  (5),  is  not  at  all  in  point,  but  was  decided  on 
a  totally  different  ground.  It  was  on  this  ground,  which  I  take 
to  be  perfectly  sound  law,  that  where  you  have  the  word  "  my  '^ 
preceding  the  gift  of  the  described  article,  and  that  followed  by  a 
gift  of  the  residue  of  the  estate,  there  is  no  intention  shewn  to 
sever  the  article  from  the  rest  of  the  property.  The  testator 
was  merely  enumerating  the  particulars  of  which  the  property  con- 

(1)  4  Ves.  748.  (3)  2  CJox,  184. 

(2)  2  Beav.  259.  (4)  1  Jac.  &  W.  694. 

(5)  5  Sim.  35 ;  2  My.  &  K.  262. 
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gists,  and  that  is  the  real  ground  of  the  decision.  Lord  Brougham  m.  b. 
says  (1)  :  **  The  general  gift  to  trustees,  after  specifying  the  lease-  i875 
holds,  IS  of  all  the  interest '  of  all  my  funded  property  or  estate  of  BoraliajsT 
whatsoever  kind,  or  wheresoever  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  may  ^' 
.  be  found.'  This  of  itself  is  sufficiently  general,  and  extends  to  — 
everything  else  as  well  aa  the  funded  property."  In  the  case  of 
Fielding  v.  Preston  (2)  there  were  two  gifts :  one  was  of  "  my  lease- 
holds," the  other  of  ''my  funded  property  and  other  personal 
estate  not  hereinbefore  bequeathed.''  Lord  Orcmworth  was  clearly 
of  opinion  that  both  would  have  been  specific  except  for  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  gift  ''  of  my  funded  property  "  was  followed 
by  a  gift  of  all  the  rest  of  the  estate.  His  Lordship  says  (3) : 
"  My  mind  has  fluctuated  on  this  point,  but  at  last  I  have  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  this  is  not  a  specific  gift  of  the  funded  pro- 
perty ;  and  I  come  to  that  conclusion  because  I  think  it  would 
be  very  dangerous  to  hold  that  in  a  will  where  there  is  a  gift  of 
the  residue,  and  the  testator  unnecessarily  chooses  to  enumerate 
some  particular  things  in  that  residuary  gift,  such  a  circumstance 
was  sufficient  to  constitute  the  things  so  enumerated  specific  gifts. 
It  rarely  happens  that  in  the  gift  of  residue  something  is  not 
mentioned  specifically.  For  instance,  a  testator  may  give  his 
horses  and  all  his  other  {^rsonal  estate,  or  his  stock  in  trade  and 
the  rest  of  his  personal  estate.  Such  bequests  could  not,  I  think, 
be  properly  held  to  be  specific.  Suppose  the  will  to  be  worded 
thus:  'I  give  to  Henrietta^  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  all  my  other  personal  estate,  including  my  funded  pro- 
perty,' that  would  not  have  been  specific" 

Therefore  when  you  come  within  that  line  of  cases  such  gifts 
are  not  specific ;  not  because  the  word  ''  my  "  would  not  make  the 
bequest  specific,  but  because  it  is  mere  enumeration  of  particulars 
making  up  the  residue,  and  is  not  intended  by  the  testator  to  be 
a  gift  of  part  of  the  property  itself  to  be  taken  by  the  legatee  in 
that  shape. 

I  think,  then,  that  it  is  clearly  settled,  so  far  as  the  old  law 
is  concerned,  that  gifts  either  ''  of  my  shares  or  stock  in  a  rail- 
way company,"  or ''  of  the  stock  or  shares  in  the  railway  company 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  275.  (2)  1  De  G.  &  J.  438. 

(3)  IBe  G.  &  J.  444. 
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M.  R      which  I  shall  be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  death/'  or,  as  it 

1875       was  in  Stewart  v.  Denton  (1),  '^  of  all  my  stock  in  trade  which  I  shall 

BoTHAVLET  ^  posscssod  of  at  the  time  of  my  death,"  are  specific  legacies, 

^  ^'         and  such  gifts  remain  specific  legacies,  unless  the  new  law  has 

—       affected  the  subject 

Now  I  cannot  find  anywhere  that  any  Judge  has  laid  down  that 
the  new  law,  which  makes  a  will  speak  from  the  time  of  the  death, 
has  altered  the  law  of  specific  legacies ;  that  it  has  made  that 
which  was  a  specific  legacy  before  not  specific  now.  The  exact 
contrary  is  now  conclusively  settled  as  regards  devises  of  real 
estate ;  and  when  we  consider  that  there  was  no  substantial  dis- 
tinction between  the  law  of  devises  of  real  estate,  that  is,  specific 
devises,  and  the  law  of  specific  legacies,  it  would  be  a  surprise  to 
find  that  the  law  has  been  altered.  Why  should  the  law  be 
altered  ?  All  that  the  Act  says  is  that  the  will  shall  speak  from 
the  death.  That  was  always  the  case  as  regards  general  bequests 
of  personal  estate ;  but  the  same  rule  did  not  apply  to  real  estate. 
The  alteration  of  the  law  was  wanted,  not  for  personal  estate,  but 
for  real  estate.  Why,  therefore,  should  an  alteration  of  the  law, 
certainly  not  pointed  to  personal  estate,  alter  the  nature  of  specific 
bequests  ? 

No  doubt  one  class  of  specific  bequests  is  affected  by  the  Act, 
namely,  the  class  of  specific  bequests  described  as  generic,  that  is, 
a  specific  bequest  which  points  to  a  class  of  objects  given  by  the 
testator,  and  which  from  their  nature  would  not  naturally  be 
referable  to  the  date  of  the  instrument.  A  good  illustration 
of  this  class  of  bequests  is  a  gift  **  of  my  household  furniture." 
There  are  very  few  persons  not  in  artieulo  mortis  who  would  not 
expect  that  some  articles  of  household  furniture  would  wear  out, 
or  be  broken,  or  otherwise  be  parted  with,  and  be  replaced  by  other 
articles  of  a  similar  kind.  It  would  not  be  natural  to  assume  that 
a  man  giving  that  kind  of  legacy  intended  to  restrict  it  to  the  pro- 
perty of  that  description  which  he  had  at  the  date  of  the  will.  It 
has  been  held  in  Ooodlad  v.  Burnett  (2),  and  in  some  other  cases 
to  which  reference  has  been  made,  that  in  cases  of  that  description 
the  new  law  brings  down  the  specific  bequest  to  the  date  of  the 
death ;  in  other  words,  the  new  law  makes  a  specific  bequest  of 

(1)  4  Doug.  219.  (2)  1  K.  &  J.  341. 
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''  my  furniture  "  to  meaDy  not  **  the  furniture  which  belongs  to  me       m.  b. 
at  the  time  of  making  this  my  will/'  but  ^*  the  furniture  which        i875 
shall  belong  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  death."    Legacies  expressed  bothajclkt 
in  both  ways  were  specific  before  the  WiHa  Act,  and  they  equally     g   ^* 
remain  specific  now.  — 

On  this  point  there  is  an  authority  with  which  I  entirely  agree, 
but  which  would  be  binding  upon  me  even  if  I  did  not  agree  with 
it  In  the  case  of  L($dy  Langdale  v  Briggs  (1),  the  question  arose 
whether  a  gift  of  *'my  leaseholds''  included  leaseholds  sabse- 
quently  acquired  by  the  testator  as  next  of  kin  of  a  relative.  It 
was  contended  that  the  testator  meant  the  leaseholds  he  had 
at  the  time,  and  that  the  gift  could  not  include  after*acquired 
property ;  that  is,  the  gift  being  specific  as  the  law  stood  before 
the  new  WiUs  Ad,  was  not  enlarged  by  the  operation  of  the  WHIm 
Act.  On  that  Lord  Justice  Tv/mer  says  this  (2) :  ''  Was  the  bequest 
of  the  leasehold  estates  contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator  specific 
or  general  ?  and  if  it  was  specific,  are  the  leasehold  estates  in  ques- 
tion to  be  held  to  have  been  included  within  it  by  the  operation  of 
the  24th  section  of  the  new  SiaitUe  of  WiHa  1  Upon  the  first  of  these 
questions,  on  looking  into  the  authorities,  I  certainly  am  not  satis- 
fied that  this  bequest  is  not  specific,  though  there  may  be  grounds 
for  distinguishing  this  case" — ^that  is,  on  the  particular  wording  of 
the  will.  ^*  But  I  think  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  on 
that  point,  for,  assuming  the  bequest  to  be  specific,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  leaseholds  in  question  must  be  held  to  be  included  within 
it  by  virtue  of  the  above  enactment."  He  considered  that  the 
bequest,  if  specific  under  the  old  law,  remained  specific,  but  was 
enlarged  as  to  its  effect  by  the  operation  of  the  enactment,  not 
that  the  nature  of  the  bequest  was  altered  at  all.  I  think  that 
must  have  been  the  opinion  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  also,  from 
his  observations  in  Trvnder  v.  Trinder  (3).  I  see  that  I  had 
arrived  at  that  conclusion  on  a  previous  occasion,  when  the  case  of 
Mwriee  v.  Aylmer  (4)  was  before  me.  On  looking  again  at  the 
case  of  Trinder  v.  Trinder,  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  discover 
any  meaning  at  all  in  the  judgment  unless  we  assume  the  opinion 
of  the  Yice-Chancellor  to  have  been  what  I  have  just  said,  al- 

(1)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  391.  (3)  Law  Kep.  1  Eq.  695. 

(2)  Ibid.  436.  (4)  Ibid.  10  Ch.  148. 
Vol.  XX.                                          T  2 


Sbkbson. 


314  EQUITT  GASES.  [L.  B. 

M.  B.      though  he  does  not  express  himself  so  clearly  as  the  Lord  Justice 

1875        Turner. 

BoTHAMLKT       Ou  that  polut,  therefore,  I  think  it'  must  be  considered  that  the 

gift,  haying  been  specific  before  the  Wills  Act,  still  remains  specific, 

and  that  the  nature  of  the  legacy  is  not  at  all  altered  by  the  new 

law. 

There  is  only  one  ^  other  point  to  consider.  Supposing  the  gift 
to  be  specific,  what  was  the  right  of  the  legatee  at  the  death  of 
the  testator  ?  At  that  time  the  shares  in  question  were  pledged 
to  Messrs.  Bobarts  dt  Co.^  not  for  the  testator's  own  debt,  but  for 
the  debt  of  his  friend.  As  I  understand  the  law  of  specific  devises 
and  specific  bequests,  where  a  testator  has  pledged  property  to 
secure  a  debt  (and  I  am  not  aware  that  it  makes  any  difference 
whether  he  is  personally  liable  or  not  personally  liable  for  tlie 
debt),  then  as  a  rule  (although  there  may  be  exceptions  to  that 
rule,  as  to  most  others)  the  legatee  has  a  right  to  have  the  specific 
legacy  redeemed  out  of  the  testator's  general  personal  estate.  On 
.that  point  the  case  of  Knight  y.  Bavis  (1)  was  cited,  and  it  is  a 
yery  strong  authority.  The  then  Master  of  the  Bolls,  Sir  John 
Leach,  says :  **  Where  a  specific  legacy  is  pledged  by  the  testator, 
the  specific  legatee  is  entitled  to  haye  the  specific  legacy  re- 
deemed ;  and,  if  the  executor  fail  to  perform  that  duty,  the  specific 
legatee  is  entitled  to  compensation,  to  the  amount  of  the  legacy, 
against  the  general  assets  of  the  testator."  The  word  used  by  Sir 
John  Leaeh  is  ^pledged"  He  does  not  say  whether  pledged  for 
his  own  debt  or  pledged  for  anybody  else's  debt ;  and  the  rule 
as  stated  by  him,  and  I  apprehend  correctly  stated,  is  that  the 
legatee  is  entitled,  not  to  have  it  redeemed  if  pledged  for  ten 
times  its  yalue  for  somebody  else's  debt,  but  to  haye  compensation 
if  it  is  not  redeemed.  If,  then,  these  Midlcmd  shares  were  pledged 
for  ten  times  their  yalue  to  Messrs.  Bcharts,  the  executor  would 
haye  no  right  to  apply  the  personal  estate  in  redeeming  them, 
but  would  be  bound  out  of  the  testator's  assets  to  giye  compensa- 
tion to  the  legatee  for  the  amount  of  the  legacy.  Therefore,  when 
you  see  what  the  true  rule  is,  there  is  no  room  for  the  argument 
which  was  addressed  to  me  with  so  much  force  on  behalf  of  the 
residuary  legatee. 

(1)  3  My.  &  K.  358. 
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This  question  of  a  testator's  debt  came  before  a  Court  of  Law  in  If.  B. 
the  case  I  have  already  referred  to  of  Stewart  y.  Denton  (1).  It  1875 
was  argued  by  very  distinguished  counsel,  and  was  decided  so  long  BorBJuojiT 
ago  as  1785.  The  gift  was  of  '*  all  my  stock-in-trade  of  wines  and  g-^L^jj 
spirituous  liquors  which  I  shall  be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  -— 
death."  That  was  held  to  be  specific.  The  testator  died  on  the 
23rd  of  January,  1780 ;  and  on  the  22nd  of  January,  the  day  be- 
fore his  death,  eighteen  pipes  of  wine  which  had  been  ordered  by 
the  testator  arrived  in  the  port  of  London,  and  the  arrival  of  the 
ship  was  reported  before  his  death,  but  the  wines  in  question  were 
not  entered  or  declared  until  after  the  testator's  death.  The  plain- 
tiff paid  the  freight  duties  and  insurance  upon  the  wine  without 
prejudice  to  the  question  whether  the  same  should  be  paid  by  the 
specific  legatee  under  the  testator's  will.  The  question  was  raised 
in  a  special  case  whether  this  was  a  debt  of  the  testator's  which 
fell  upon  his  executors,  or  a  charge  upon  the  legacy  which  the 
legatee  must  pay  before  the  legacy  was  enjoyed.  Mr.  Justice 
BuHer  asks :  ^  Are  the  duties  payable  on  the  reporting  of  the  ship  ?  " 
and  the  answer  from  the  defendant's  counsel  was  that  they  were 
payable  then.  Then  the  plaintiff's  counsel  s^ys :  ^^  The  distinction 
between  the  times  of  reporting  and  entering  was  made  because  the 
duties  are  only  payable  on  the  entry ; "  to  which  Lord  Mansfield 
said :  *'  As  the  goods  were  imported  nobody  could  by  not  entering 
them  prevent  the  duties  from  becoming  due."  Then  the  sugges- 
tion made  in  reply  was,  that  the  importation  did  not  make  the 
duties  payable,  because  the  testator  might  re-export  the  wine. 
Lord  Manafisld  says :  **  The  question  turns  on  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  It  is  a  very  forced  construction  to  suppose  that  he  in- 
tended to  export  the  wines."  Mr.  Justice  WiUes  and  Mr.  Justice 
AshiiTst  say:  ^The  testator's  intention  was  that  the  legatees 
should  carry  on  his  trade."  Mr.  Justice  BvUer  says :  '*  He  meant 
them  to  carry  on  the  trade  as  he  had  done,  and  that  intention 
makes  an  end  of  the  case.  As  to  Mr.  Baldmn^s  distinction,  we 
must  presume  the  duty  payable  on  report,  nothing  in  the  case  being 
against  it."  All  the  Judges  held  that  where  there  is  a  charge 
on  the  legacy  which  the  testator  would  or  might  have  been  liable 
to  pay,  that  is  to  say,  a  charge  created  by  the  testator  as  distin- 

(1)  4  Doug.  219. 
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M.  B.       guished  from  a  charge  incident  to  the  chattel,  such  as  rent  payable 
l87d        under  a  leasehold  estate,  or  (as  has  since  been  decided)  calls  upon 
BoTHAULET  railwaj  shares,  such  a  charge  is  payable  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 
SHimsov     ^  ^^^  ^^^  distinction  seems  to  turn  on  this,  is  the  charge  one 
—        created  by  the  testator  for  what  has  been  called  a  temporary  pur- 
pose, that  is,  with  the  view  of  raising  money  or  of  making  use  of 
the  property  (as  in  the  case  of  the  wines,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
testator  making  use  of  the  wines  and  getting  them  to  this 
country),  or  is  it  from  its  nature  a  charge  incident  to  the  pro- 
perty,  as  in  the  case  of  rent  on  leaseholds  or  calls  payable  on  rail- 
way shares?    In  the  first  case  the  specific  legatee  is  entitled  to 
have  the  legacy  redeemed  or  freed  from  the  charge.    In  tlie 
second  case  he  is  not  «o  entitled,  because  the  testator  is  supposed 
to  give  the  thing  as  it  is,  and  the  charge  upon  it  is  really  not  in 
strictness  an  incumbrance,  but  something  incident  to  the  nature  of 
the  thing. 

Therefore  in  this  case  it  appears  to  be  plain  that^  following  the 
rule  which  has  been  laid  down,  the  specific  legatee,  being  disap- 
pointed by  the  bankers  having  sold  the  shares  in  question,  is 
entitled  to  compensation  to  the  amount  of  the  legacy  against  the 
general  assets  of  the  testator.  The  fund  in  Court,  therefore,  will 
not  go  to  the  residuary  legatee,  but  will  be  subject  to  the  trasts 
declared  by  the  will  with  respect  to  the  testator's  Midland  BaU- 
way  and  East  and  Wed  India  Dock  stock. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Freeman  &  Bothamhy ;  Mr.  /.  Murray ; 
Messrs.  Wilde^  Berger^  Moore,  dt  WUde. 
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fPECIAL  CASK 

The  Bey.  Jam^  Briffgs,  by  his  will  dated  the  23rd  of  July, 
ISTSy  after  appointing  his  wife  Sarah  Anne  Briggs  and  Thomas 
Sharp  and  Arthur  WiUiam  Crickmay  joint  executors  and  trustees 
of  his  willy  and  after  reciting  that  be  was  possessed  of  the  sum  of 
£13,000  which  was  then  lent  at  interest  as  therein  mentioned, 
and  that  he  was  also  possessed  of  the  adyowson  of  High  Eaistoto  in 
the  county  of  Kent,  which  was  endowed  with  £800  per  annum 
tithe  rent^harge,  and  to  which  appertained  a  rectory-house  and 
glebe  land,  and  was  also  possessed  of  two  acres  of  freehold  land 
adjoining  the  churchyard  at  High  HaJatoto  aforesaid,   directed 
that  his  executors  should  inyest  the  said  sum  of  £13,000  and 
pay  the  'interest^  diyidendsi  and  annual  produce  thereof  to  his 
wife  during  her  life,  and  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of 
herself  and  her  children,  and  proceeded  as  follows: — ^''I  direct 
that  if  the  liying  become  yacant  by  my  death  and  the  adyowson 
haye  not  been  preyiously  sold,  then  and  in  such  case  the  presenta- 
tion be  offered  by  my  said  executors  to  the  Bey.  Oeorge  OodseU^ 
but  if  he  haye  died  before  the  said  liying  haye  become  yacant, 
or  if  he  refuses  to  accept  the  said  presentation,  then  and  in  either 
of  such  cases  I  direct  my  said  executors  to  offer  the  said  presenta- 


June  3. 


BRIGGS  V.  SHARP.  m.  k. 

[1875    B.    165.]  ^^^ 

WtU—Adoowson— Direction  to  sdl^Vacant  Benefice — Bight  to  nominate. 

Testator,  the  owner  of  an  advowson,  after  directing  that  £13,000  should 
he  invested  and  the  interest  paid  to  his  wife  for  her  life  for  the  supxx)rt  of 
herself  and  their  children,  directed  his  executors  when  the  church  was  full  to 
sell  the  adyowson,  and  also  certain  freehold  land,  and  invest  the  proceeds  for 
the  same  purpose  as  before  directed  with  respect  to  the  sum  of  £13,000,  and 
after  the  death  of  his  wife  then  for  the  purposes  in  the  will  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  in  September,  1874,  the  church  then  being  full,  and  he 
left  his  widow  and  five  infant  daughters,  his  co-heiresses-at-law,  him  sur- 
viving. The  executors  did  not  sell  the  advowson,  and  on  the  death  of  the 
incumbent  in  February,  1875,  the  question  arose  who  was  entitled  to  nomi* 
nate  to  the  vacant  benefice : — 

Meldf  that  the  right  to  nominate  was  in  the  widow. 
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M.  B.      tion  to  the  Bev.  B.  W,  B.  Marsh,  and  if  he  shall  decline  the 

1875       same,  then  I  desire  that  my  said  executors  shall  present  to  the 

Bbioos      s&id  living  any  priest  whom  they  in  their*  discretion  may  select. 

Shajip       "^^^  when  the  church  is  full,  I  direct  my  said  executors  to  sell  the 

advowson  thereof,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  of  the  said  sale  in 

and  upon  £3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Annuities,  and  to  pay  the  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereof  unto  my  said  wife  in 
the  same  manner  and  for  the  same  purpose  as  hereinbefore  directed 
in  respect  of  the  said  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  £13,000  so  here- 
inbefore directed  to  be  invested."  And  affcer  providing  for  certain 
annuities  to  his  children  in  the  event  of  their  marriage,  the  tes- 
tator directed  that  upon  the  death  of  his  wife  the  said  interest 
should  be  paid  to  his  children  as  therein  mentioned,  and  upon  the 
death  of  his  wife  and  the  last  of  his  children  the  testator  gave  the 
balance  of  the  fund  so  to  be  invested  to  the  purposes  in  his  said 
will  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  on  the  23rd  of  September,  1874,  leaving  five 
infant  daughters,  who  were  his  co-heiresses  at  law. 

The  living  of  Hiffh  Haistaw  did  not  become  vacant  by  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  the  church  was  full. 

Upon  the  testator's  death  the  executors  endeavoured  to  effect  a 
sale  of  the  advowson,  but  before  they  could  succeed  in  doing  so 
the  rector  of  Hiffh  Halstow  died  on  the  18th  of  February,  1875. 

The  question  then  arose  whether  the  right  to  nominate  the  clerk 
to  be  presented  to  the  said  living  on  the  avoidance  thereof  by  the 
death  of  the  last  incumbent  was  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  the  tes- 
tator's widow,  or  in  the  Plaintiff  jointly  with  the  infant  co-heiresses, 
or  in  the  executors. 

Mr.  Maenaghten,  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  testator's  widow,  contended 
that  she,  being  entitled  to  the  life  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  advowson,  was  the  person  entitled  to  nominate  the 
clerk  to  be  presented  to  the  living.  He  referred  to  Hawkins  v. 
Chappd  (1). 

Mr.  OoU,  for  the  executors,  contended  that  the  right  of  nomina- 
tion was  in  them  and  not  in  the  widow  or  in  the  infant  co-heiresses. 

(1)  1  Atk.  621. 
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The  case  was  not  within  the  aathority  of  SawTcins  y.  Chappd  (1),  M.  B. 

nor  within  the  ca&es  of  Sherrard  y.  Lord  Harhorough  (2)  and  1875 

Martin  y.  Martin  (3).  Bbiggs 


Mr.  Chraham  Eaalinffs,  for  the  infants,  contended  that,  there 
being  no  deyise  of  the  advowson,  it  deyolved  upon  the  co-heiresses, 
and  that  the  right  to  nominate  was  in  thenu  He  referred  to 
Johnstone  y.  Baher  (4) ;  Carr  y.  Living  (5) ;  Lambe  y.  Eames  (6) ; 
Maekett  y.  Maehett  (7). 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

I  think  this  is^  a  clear  case. 

The  testator  was  the  owner  of  an  adyowson.  He  anticipated, 
obyioofily,  from  the  will  itself,  that  the  incumbent,  who  I  suppose 
was  an  old  man,  would  die  in  his  lifetime,  and  that  it  would  become 
yaluabla  I  suppose  he  bought  the  adyowson  with  the  yiew  of  pre- 
senting himself,  he  being  a  priest  in  holy  orders.  By  his  ^vill  he, 
first  of  all,  giyes  a  sum  of  £13,000  to  his  trustees,  and  directs  them 
to  inyest  it  and  pay  the  interest,  diyidends,  and  annual  produce 
thereof  to  his  wife,  during  her  life,  for  the  maintenance  and  sup- 
port of  herself  and  her  children.  I  am  not  going  to  decide  now 
whether  there  is  any  obligation  upon  the  wife  to  maintain  the 
children,  or  whether  these  words  were  used  merely  to  express  the 
purpose  which  the  testator  had  in  yiew  in  giying  the  money  to  his 
wife ;  but  this  I  do  decide,  that  the  children  do  not  take  as  joint 
tenants  with  the  wife,  and  that  the  wife  takes  the  income.  He 
then  disposes  of  the  adyowson.  He  does  not  deyise  it,  which  I 
think  he  ought  to  haye  done  ;  but  he  uses  these  words :  **  and  as 
regards  the  said  adyowson,  house,  and  glebe  lands,  and  freehold 
land,  I  direct  that  if  the  liying  become  yacant  by  my  death,  and 
the  adyowson  haye  not  been  preyiously  sold,  then  and  in  such  case 
the  presentation  be  offered  by  my  said  executors,"  as  in  the  will 
mentioned.  If  the  friend  whom  he  mentions  refuses  to  accept  it, 
then  he  directs  that  it  shall  be  offered  to  somebody  else :  '^  And 

(1)  1  Atk.  621.  (4)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  439, 

(2)  Amb.  164.  (5)  28  Beav.  644. 

(3)  12  Sim.  579.  (6)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  597.      ' 

(7)  Law  Bep.  14  Eq.  49. 


V, 

Sharp. 


V. 

Shabp. 
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M.  R.  when  the  chnrcli  is  full" — not  full  in  manner  aforesaid — ^he  directs 
1875  the  executors  to  sell  the  advowson  and  two  acres  of  land,  and  to 
BmGOB  invest  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  not  only  of  the  advowson,  but  of 
the  freehold  land,  in  £3  per  cent,  consols,  "  and  to  pay  the  interest, 
dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereof  unto  my  said  wife  in  the 
same  manner  and  for  the  same  purpose  as  hereinbefore  dhrected 
in  respect  of  the  said  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  of 
the  said  sum  of  £  1 3,000." 

He  died  on  the  23rd  of  September,  1874,  leaving  the  incumbent 
of  the  advowson  in  possession.  I  am  told  the  trustees  tried  to  sell, 
but  could  not.  That  may  relieve  them  from  the  consequences  of  a 
breach  of  trust ;  but  the  incumbent  lived  till  the  18th  of  February, 
1875,  so  that  there  was  an  interval  from  the  23rd  of  September, 
1874,  till  the  18th  of  February,  1875,  during  which  they  might 
have  sold  the  advowson,  aifd  certainly  they  ought  to  have  sold  it 
as  quickly  as  possible,  for  it  is  quite  obvious  by  the  very  terms  of 
the  will  that  the  incumbent  was  not  expected  to  live  very  long. 

That  being  so,  there  is  a  trust  with  respect  to  the  property.  The 
same  observations  apply  to  the  freehold  land.  He  directed  the 
trustees  to  sell,  which  they  had  the  power  of  doing,  and  to  invest 
the  proceeds.  In  this  Court  that  is  a  gift  of  the  property.  A  gift 
of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  property  is  a  gift  of  the  property  itself. 
Nothing  can  be  better  settled  in  this  Court  than  that  the  mere 
delay  of  a  trustee  in  converting  property  does  not  affect  the  title  of 
the  cesttm  que  trvat.  A  trustee  could  not,  by  the  exercise  of  his 
caprice,  or  even  reasonable  discretion  as  to  the  time  and  mode  of 
sale,  control  the  direction  of  the  testator  that  he  shall  sell  ''  when 
the  church  is  full,"  that  is,  as  soon  as  possible,  and  give  the  pro- 
ceeds to  the  eeduiB  que  trad.  The  property  is  fixed  by  the  testator, 
and  consequently  the  property,  if  not  sold,  belongs  to  the  person  or 
persons  to  whom  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  given. 

I  have  asked  whether  with  regard  to  the  freehold  land  I  am 
compelled  to  say  that  if  the  testator  had  not  devised  it,  but  had 
simply  directed  it  to  be  sold,  so  that  the  trust,  so  far  as  the  legal 
estate  is  concerned,  would  have  to  be  carried  out  by  the  exercise 
of  a  common  law  power  of  sale — ^the  co-heiresses  at  law  would  be 
entitled  to  the  estate  until  the  sale.  In  my  opinion,  that  is  not 
so ;  the  contrary  is  clearly  settled ;  and  in  equity  the  heir-at-law 
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18  a  mere  trustee  for  the  person  to  whom  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  tf .  B. 

are  given.  1875 

That  being  so,  the  co-heiresses  at  law  are  not  entitled ;  and  it  BsioGg 

follows  that,  in  my  opinion,  if  the  previous  part  of  the  will  is  cor-  sharp. 

reetly  construed,  the  widow  is  entitled.    I  shall  so  decide,  and  in       

answer  to  the  question  say,  that  the  widow  is  the  person  I  think 
entitled  to  nominate  a  clerk  to  be  presented  by  the  infant  co« 
heiresses. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Smith  db  Wall 


June  4, 


WAINFORD  V.  HEYL.  m.b. 

[1874    W.    111.]  }^ 

Mfirried  Woman — Truslee-^Separate  Estate — Liability  for  BreocJi  of  Trmt — 
Qtft  of  Fitnti  to  he  ap2)h'ed  at  Discretion  of  Trustee  for  Benefit  of  Another 
— LiahQity  to  Accovni. 

The  separate  estate  of  a  maiTied  woman  is  not  in  gcncml  liable  for  broaches 
of  trust  or  torts  committed  by  her. 

Where  an  annuity  was  given  to  ^.  in  trust  to  apply  the  same  at  his  dis- 
cretion for  the  benefit  of  B.  during  his  life,  and  for  his  advancement,  main- 
tenance, support,  or  otherwise  for  his  benefit,  without  being  answerable  for 
any  of  the  moneys  so  laid  out,  or  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  so  vested  in 
the  paid  trustee  as  to  the  mode  and  extent  of  expending  and  laying  out  the 
same: — 

Held,  that  A,  could  not  apply  any  portion  of  the  annuity  for  his  own 
benefit,  but  was  bound  to  account  for  all  sums  not  shewn  to  be  applied  for 
the  advancement,  maintenance,  ^upprt,  or  benefit  of  B, 

John  CARTHEW,  by  a  codicil  (dated  the  8th  of  March,  1860) 
to  his  will,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Susan  CoUins  and  her  assigns, 
but  during  the  life  only  of  John  Wainford^  the  yearly  sum  or 
rent-charge  of  £100,  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  in  her 
discretion  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  John  Wainford  during  his 
life,  and  for  his  advancement,  maintenance,  or  support,  or  other- 
wise for  his  benefit,  and  without  being  responsible  or  answerable 
for  any  of  the  moneys  so  laid  out,  or  the  exercise  of  the  discretion 
so  vested  in  the  said  trustee  as  to  the  mode  and  extent  of  expend- 
VoL.  XX.  Z  2 
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^  B.     .  ing  and  laying  out  the  same.    And  the  testator  charged  the  said 

1875       yearly  sum  or  rent-charge  on  certain  real  estate  of  his,  and  gave 

Wasifobd    ^  ^^^  ^^^  annuitant  a  power  of  distress,  and  declared  that  the 

„*•    ,     receipt  of  Stucm  Collins^  or  any  other  trustee  for  the  time  being 

-—       of  the  said  annuity,  should  be  a  full  and  complete  discharge  for 

any  quarterly  or  other  payment  thereof,  and  that  no  person 

paying  the  same  should  be  required  to  see  to  the  application 

thereof. 

The  testator  made  a  further  codicil  (dated  the  4th  of  May,  1860) 
to  his  will,  and  died  on  the  4th  of  July,  1860. 

Shortly  after  the  death  of  the  testator  Sti>san  CoUins  intermar- 
ried with  Jamea  Heyl;  and  upon  the  occasion  of  the  marriage  a 
settlement  was  executed,  under  which  Mrs.  Heyl  was  entitled  to 
separate  estate.  After  her  marriage  Mrs.  Eeyl,  with  the  assent  of 
her  husband,  received  the  annuity  of  £100  bequeathed  by  the  will 
for  the  benefit  of  John  Wainford. 

In  May,  1874,  John  Wainford  (who  was  born  in  1854)  filed  the 
bill  in  this  suit  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Heyl,  alleging  that  a  very 
small  portion  only  of  the  annuity  of  £100  had  been  applied  for 
his  advancement,  maintenance,  support,  or  benefit,  and  praying 
(amongst  other  things)  for  an  account  of  the  money  received  by 
Mrs.  fleyZ  in  respect  of  the  annuity  and  the  application  thereof; 
for  a  declaration  that  the  Defendant  James  Heyl  was  liable  for 
what  might  be  found  due  to  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  such 
annuity ;  and  that  so  far  as  the  estate  of  James  Heyl  might  be  in« 
sufficient  to  pay  what  should  be  due  to  the  Plaintiff  as  aforesaid, 
Mrs.  Heyl  might  answer  for  the  same  out  of  her  separate  estate. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  hesird. 

Mr.  FooJcs,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Fools,  for  the  Plaintiff,  submitted 
that  Mrs.  Heyl  was  bound  to  shew  that  she  had  applied  the  an- 
nuity in  some  manner  which  she  considered  to  be  for  the  Plaintiff's 
benefit,  and  consequently  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
account  asked  for.  They  further  contended  that  Mrs.  HeyVs  sepa* 
rate  estate  was  liable  to  make  good  her  breaches  of  trust,  citing 
Jdacgueen  on  Husband  and  Wife  (1) ;  Savage  v.  Foster  (2) ;  BaV" 

(1)  2nd  Ell.  p.  13G.  (2)  9  Mo<l,  35. 
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TOW  Y,  Barrow  (1) ;  Clive  v.  Oarew  (2)  ;  Vauffhan  v.  Vanderste'^  M.  B, 

ffen  (3) ;  Hobday  v.  Peters  (4)  ;  Sharpe  v.  JT^y  (5) ;  J»  re  Lush's  i875 

2Vti3<8  (6).    It  was  well  settled  that  a  married  woman's  separate  ^j^ikfobd 

estate  was  liable  for  her  general  engagements :  Lewin  on  Trusts  (7) ;  ^  ** 

a  fortiori  ought  it  to  be  liable  for  her  breaches  of  trust.  — 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  referred  to  London  Chartered  Bank 
of  Australia  v.  Lempriere  (8).] 

Mr.  Sovthgaie^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freding^  contended  that,  having 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  trust  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  the 
Defendants  were  not  bound  to  account.  The  annuity  was  given 
to  Mrs.  Heyl  subject  only  to  the  condition  of  maintaining  the  in- 
fant, which  she  had  done. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

The  claim  made  by  this  suit  arises  on  a  gift  of  an  annuity  of 
£100  to  a  lady  then  single,  but  afterwards  married,  being  a  rent- 
charge  of  £100  charged  on  real  estate,  and  given  to  her  in  trust 
to  pay  and  apply  the  same  in  her  discretion  for  the  benefit  of 
John  Wainford  during  his  life,  and  for  his  advancement,  main- 
tenance, or  support,  or  otherwise  for  his  benefit,  and  without  being 
responsible  or  answerable  for  any  of  the  moneys  so  laid  out,  or  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  so  vested  in  the  trustee  as  to  the  mode 
and  extent  of  expending  and  laying  out  the  same.  On  this  it  has 
been  suggested  that  the  lady  is  entitled  to  retain  the  £100  like  a 
guardian  who  has  that  sum  allowed  for  maintenance  subject  to  the 
condition  of  maintaining  the  infant.  I  cannot  so  read  it.  She  is 
entitled  simply  to  receive  the  £100  and  apply  it  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infant  Whatever  she  so  applies,  though  she  is  mistaken  as  to 
its  being  really  for  his  benefit,  is  not  to  be  charged  against  her ; 
but,  as  I  read  this  will,  she  is  not  to  put  one'single  shilling  into  her 
own  pocket,  or  to  apply  one  single  shilling  for  her  own  use.  I  shall 
therefore  direct  an  -account  of  the  application  of  the  rent-charge 

(1)  4  K.  &  J.  409.  (5)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  35. 

(2)  IJ.  &  H.  199.  (G)  Ibid.  591. 

(3)  2  Drew.  363, 408.  (7)  6th  Ed.  p.  627. 

.    (4)  28  Beav.  354.         .  (8)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  572, 
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M.  B.      of  £100,  and  an  inquiry  how  much  tiiereof  has  not  been  applied 
1875       for  the  benefit  of  the  infant,  and  how  the  sum  not  so  applied  has 
Wainfobd    been  disposed  of. 
Q^^^  Then  it  is  said  that  the  lady  actually  received  the  annuity  after 

—  her  marriage,  it  being  a  legal  rent-charge.  It  appears  that  she 
had  some  separate  estate  settled  to  her  own  use  under  her  mar- 
riage settlement ;  and  then  it  is  said,  that  though  the  husband 
became  by  the  marriage  the  legal  owner  of  the  rent-charge,  yet  if 
he  allowed  his  wife  to  receive  money  which  she  could  only  receive 
as  his  agent  (because  he  became  by  the  marriage  legal  owner  of 
the  rent-charge),  and  to  apply  it  for  general  purposes  of  the  house* 
hold,  or  for  other  purposes,  the  wife  thereby  became  liable  as 
having  charged  her  separate  estate  with  the  amount  so  received 
and  misapplied.  I  asked  for  some  authority  for  that  proposition, 
but  no  authority  has  been  famished  me.  The  principle,  as  I  have 
always  understood  it,  is  this :  a  married  woman  is  liable — or  rather 
her  separate  estate  is  liable  (for  there  is  no  personal  liability  as 
far  as  she  is  concerned) — to  make  good  all  contracts  which  are 
made  by  her  with  express  reference  to  the  separate  estate,  or 
which  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  itself  must  bo  intended  to 
be  so  referred ;  but  she  is  not  liable  even  for  general  contracts  which 
from  their  nature  cannot  be  so  referred ;  a  fortiori  she  is  not  liable 
for  general  torts,  but  her  husband  is  liable.  Her  separate  estate  may 
be  liable  for  a  fraud  relating  to  the  separate  estate,  that  is  dealing 
with  the  separate  estate  by  way  of  fraudulent  representation. 
Again,  the  estate  may  be  made  liable  for  an  actual  appropriation 
of  funds  subject  to  the  same  settlement  and  the  same  trusts  which 
create  the  separate  estate ;  in  other  words,  the  trustees  or  persons 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  these  other  funds  may  say  as  against 
the  married  woman  entitled  to  the  separate  estate, ''  You  have  re- 
ceived by  anticipation  "  (she  not  being  restrained  from  anticipa- 
tion) '^  a  part  of  the  separate  estate  coming  to  you  under  that 
settlement."  That,  as  I  understand,  is  the  decision  in  Clive  v. 
Carew  (1).  But  apart  from  such  cases  as  these,  one  cannot  con- 
ceive why  she  should  be  made  liable  for  general  torts  in  reference 
to  trusts  any  more  than  for  general  torts  at  law.    Strictly  speak- 

(1)  IJ. & H.  199. 


thmpany — Winding^v^ — Maritime  Lien — Mode  of  enforcing  Lien — Proceed- 
ing$  in  Admiralty  Court — Arrest  of  Vessel — Sequestration — Companies  Act, 
1862  (25  d:  26  Vid.  c  89), ».  163. 

The  proper  mode  of  enforcing  a  maritime  lien  on  a  vessel  belonging  to  a 
company  which  has  been  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  is  by  a  proceeding  in  the 
winding-up  and  not  by  a  proceeding  in  rem  in  the  Admiralty  Court. 

The  arrest  of  a  vessel  by  the  Admiralty  Court  is  a  ''sequestration^  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act^  1862,  s.  163. 

On  the  17tli  of  Aprils  1875,  the  Australian  Direct  Steam  Namga- 
Hon  Company^  Limited,  was  ordered  to  be  wound  npi  and  on  the 
25th  of  May  a  liquidator  was  appointed. 

The  company  was  indebted  to  Mr.  C.  K  J.  Baker,  the  master 
of  a  steamship  belonging  to  the  company,  and  named  the  Victoria, 
in  a  sum  of  £164  for  wages.  Mr.  Baker  applied  to  the  liquidator 
for  payment  of  this  sum,  and  upon,  being  refused  payment,  he 
commenced  a  cause  of  wages  in  the  Admiralty  Court  with  the  view 
of  establishing  a  lien  on  the  Victoria  for  the  amount  due  to  him. 
In  this  cause  the  Victoria  was  arrested  under  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  liquidator  that  Baier 
Vou  XX.  2  A  2 
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ing  she  cannot  commit  torts ;  they  are  torts  of  her  husband,  and       M.  B. 
^erefore  she  creates  as  against  her  husband  a  liability.    In  the        1875 
case  before  me  it  is  difficult  to  understand,  if  she  were  in  £act  a    waihfobd 
trustee  instead  of  her  husband,  how  the  consequence  contended 
for  could  follow.    The  husband  acts  for  her,  although  she  remains 
trustee,  just  as  the  husband  of  an  executrix  acts  for  her ;  and  her 
receipts  must  be  treated  as  the  receipts  of  the  husband,  and  he 
alone  must  be  liable.    Therefore  I  cannot  see  my  way  to  make 
any  decree  against  her  separate  property. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  John  Holder  ;  Messrs.  Heather  d  Son. 


In  re  AUSTBALTAN  DIBECT  STEAM  NAVIGATION  M.  R, 

COMPANY.  1875 


June  la 
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M.  B.  might  be  restrained  from  further  prosecuting  the  cause,  and 
1875  might  be  ordered  to  withdraw  all  warrants  and  processes  issued 
j^0       by  the  Court  of  Admiralty  at  his  instance. 

Australian 

13lBBCT  

Steam  Mr.  MiUer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  Evei'itt,  for  the  liquidator: — 

NaTIQATIOW  1         r-i  ' 

CoHFANY.  The  suit  in  the  Admiralty  Court  is  a  proceeding  commenced 
against  the  company  without  leave  of  the  Court  after  a  winding- 
up  order  had  been  made,  and  therefore  ought  to  be  restrained 
under  sect.  85  of  the  Companies  Aet,  1862^  If  it  be  said  that  the 
proceeding  is  not  against  the  company  but  the  ship,  still,  under 
sect.  163  of  the  Companies  Actf  1862,  the  proceeding  would  be 
void.  If  Baker  had  at  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up  a 
valid  lien  on  the  ship,  he  may  be  entitled  to  be  paid  his  debt  in 
priority  to  other  creditors;  but  he  has  no  right  to  enforce  it 
except  in  the  windiug-up.  If  he  had  not  a  valid  lien  at  the 
commencement  of  the  winding-up,  then  no  lien  can  attach  after- 
wards ;  therefore,  qudcunque  via,  the  proceedings  in  the  Admiralty 
Court  are  wrong. 

Mr.  Inee,  for  Baker : — 

The  cause  of  wages  is  a  proceeding  in  rem  and  not  a  proceeding 
against  the  company,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Companies  Acta 
to  interfere  with  such  a  proceeding.  The  master  of  a  ship  has  a 
maritime  lien  on  the  ship  for  his  wages :  24  Yict.  c.  10,  s.  10 :  The 
Bold  Bucderiffh  (1) ;  The  Mary  Ann  (2).  This  lien  springs  into 
existence  the  moment  the  circumstances  give  birth  to  it,  but  it 
must  be  enforced  by  proceediugs  in  rem ;  consequently  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Admiralty  Court  were  proper.  If  those  proceed- 
ings had  not  been  taken,  it  would  have  been  alleged  against  the 
creditor  that  his  title  to  a  lien  was  not  complete. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.E.  : — 

In  my  opinion  the  arrest  of  a  ship  is  a  sequestration  within  the 
163rd  section  of  the  Companies  Ad^  1862.  The  term  '^  sequestra- 
tion "  has  no  particular  technical  meaning ;  it  simply  means  the 

(1)  7  Moo.  P.  0. 267.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  A.  &  E.  8. 
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detention  of  property  by  a  Court  of  Justice  for  the  purpose  of      M.  R. 
answering  a  demand  which  is  made.    That  is  exactly  what  the       1875 
arrest  of  a  ship  is;  and  consequently,  as  I  read  the  163rd  section,       in  re 
it  is  void  in  the  case  of  a  creditor  who  can   prove  under  the  "^^^^^^ 
winding-up,  if  the  sequestration  takes  place  after  the  winding-up      Steam 
order  has  been  made,  as  is  the  case  here.    Their  the  only  other     Ck)MPAKY. 
point  is  whether  the  creditor  has  a  maritime  lien  independently 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  Admiralty  Court.    Whether  those  pro- 
ceedings were  necessary  to  complete  the  creditor's  title,  I  do  not 
mean  to  say ;  but  if  they  were,  then  his  title  was  inchoate  and  not 
complete  at  the  time  of  the  winding-up  order,  of  which  he  had  full 
notice.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  had  a  complete  lien  before  the 
winding-up  order,  the  proper  way  of  enforcing  that  lien  was  by 
taking  out  a  summons  in  the  matter  of  the  winding-up,  and  asking 
that  the  property  subject  to  the  lien  might  be  realized  and  the 
proceeds  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  lien,  or  else  that  a  sufficient 
security  might  be  given,  so  that  the  amount  due  to  the  creditor 
should  be  forthcoming.    There  is  no  hardship  in  this  upon  the 
creditor.    Instead  of  going  to  the  Admiralty  Court  he  could  have 
applied  to  this  Court  by  a  process  at  least  as  cheap  and  at  least 
as  speedy  as  that  of  the  Admiralty  Court.    I  think  the  proper 
order  will  be  that  a  sum  be  carried  to  a  separate  account  in  the 
winding-up  to  answer  the  claim,  and  thereupon  all  proceedings  in 
the  Admiralty  Court  must  be  stayed,  and  the  Admiralty  Marshal 
withdrawn  from  the  vessel.     I  shall  not,  in  any  event,  allow  Baker 
the  costs  of  this  motion,  as  he  instituted  the  proceedings  with  full 
notice  of  the  winding-up;  but  I  shall  reserve  the  question  of 
whether  he  should  pay  costs  until  I  know  more  of  his  claim. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Lowless,  Nelson,  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Ingledew^ 
Ince,  &  Qreening. 
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M.  B.    '  MABSHAL  V.  CRUTWELL. 

1^  [1875    M.    152.] 

Jtttie  12.  Husband  and  Wtfe — Banking  Account  in  Joint  Names— Advancement — 

Besuiting  Ihistm 

The  huslxmd  of  the  Plaintiff  heing  in  failing  health  transferred  his  hanking 
account  from  his  own  name  into  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife, 
and  directed  the  hankers  to  honour  cheques  drawn  either  hy  himself  or  his 
wife;  and  he  afterwards  paid  in  considerahle  sums  to  this  account.  All 
cheques  were  afterwards  drawn  hy  the  Plaintiff  at  the  direction  of  her 
husband^  and  the  proceeds  were  applied  in  payment  of  household  and  other 
expenses.  The  husband  never  explained  to  the  Plaintiff  what  his  intention 
was  in  transferring  the  account,  but  he  was  stated  by  the  bank  manager  to 
have  remarked  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  that  the  balance  of  the  account 
would  belong  to  the  survivor  of  himself  and  his  wife.  After  the  death  of 
her  husband  (which  took  place  a  few  months  after  the  transfer)  the  Plaintiff 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  balance : — 
«  Ifeld^  that  the  transfer  of  the  account  was  not  intended  to  be  a  provision 
for  the  Plaintiff,  but  merely  a  mode  of  conveniently  managing  her  husband's 
affairs ;  and  consequently  that  she  was  not  entitled. 

UN  the  12th  of  Kovember,  1874,  Henry  Marshal  (who  had  for 
flome  time  previously  been  in  failing  health,  and  frequently  unable 
to  attend  to  business)  called  at  the  London  and  County  Bank^ 
where  he  kept  his  banking  account.  The  balance  standing  to  his 
credit  on  that  day  was  £980  2s.  Ad.,  and  he  drew  a  cheque  for  that 
amount,  and  requested  the  manager  to  open  an  account  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  and  to  honour  any  cheques  drawn 
upon  the  bank  either  by  himself  or  his  wife.  He  at  the  same 
time  remarked  to  the  manager  (as  the  manager  deposed)  that  the 
balance  of  the  account  would  belong  to  the  surviyor  of  himself 
and  his  wife. 

An  account  was  accordingly  opened  by  the  bank  in  the  joint 
names  of  Marshal  and  his  wife.  The  sum  of  £980  2s.  4d.  was  placed 
to  the  credit  of  the  account  so  opened,  and  considerable  sums  were 
afterwards  paid  in  by  Marshal  to  the  credit  thereof.  Marshal 
never  himself  drew  any  cheques,  but  his  wife  by  his  direction 
drew  cheques,  which  were  duly  honoured*  The  proceeds  of  the 
cheques  were  applied  in  payment  of  household  and  other  ex- 
penses. 
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Eenry  Marshal  died  in  April,  1875,  having  by  his  will  appointed       M.  B. 
his  wife  and  the  Defendant  CrtUweU  executrix  and  executor.  1875 

At  his  death  the  sum  of  £1225  Os.  2d.  was  standing  to  the    mabshal 
credit  of  the  account.    His  widow  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  this   n    ^' 
sum  for  her  own  use,  and  instituted  this  suit  against  CrutweU       — 
and  the  persons  beneficially  interested  under  the  will  to  establish 
her  right. 

It  did  not  appear  that  Marshal  ever  made  any  statement  to  the 
Plaintiff  as  to  his  intention  in  opening  the  joint  account. 

Mr.  Bush,  for  the  Plaintiff,  submitted  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  fund,  citing  Bummer  v.  Pitcher  (1) ;  Gosling  v. 
Qodvng  (2). 

The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  referred  to  Fawkes  y.  Pascoe  (3). 
Mr.  Maroffy  for  the  Defendants,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R. : — 

The  question  I  have  to  decide  is  one  of  some  importance,  because 
it  involyes  the  consideration  of  what  is  the  rule  of  law  to  be 
followed  in  cases  of  this  description.  The  law  on  the  subject  has 
been  recently  laid  down  in  FawJces  v.  Pascoe,  by  which  I  am 
bound,  and  from  which  I  must  not  be  understood  as  dissenting  in 
any  way,  nor  do  I  suggest  that  it  does  not  present  a  rational  view 
of  the  law,  though  I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  it  agrees  with 
previous  decisions.  As  I  understand  it,  the  law  is  this :  The  mere 
circumstance  that  the  name  of  a  child  or  a  wife  is  inserted  on  the 
occasion  of  a  purchase  of  stock  is  not  sufficient  to  rebut  a  resulting 
trust  in  fiGiYOur  of  the  purchaser  if  the  surrounding  circumstances 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  a  trust  was  intended.  Although  a 
purchase  in  the  name  of  a  wife  or  a  child,  if  altogether  un- 
explained, will  be  deemed  a  gift,  yet  you  may  take  surrounding 
circumstances  into  consideration,  so  as  to  say  that  it  is  a  trust, 
not  a  gifL  So  in  the  case  of  a  stranger,  you  may  take  surround* 
ing  circumstances  into  consideration,  so  as  to  say  that  a  purchase 
in  his  name  is  a  gift,  not  a  trust. 

(1)2  My.  &  K.  262.  (2)  3  Drew.  335. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  10  Gh.  348. 
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M.  B.  Now  in  the  present  case  the  husband,  being  in  failing  health, 
1875        goes  to  the  bank  and  says,  *'  Change  the  account  from  my  own  name 
Mabshal    into  the  name  of  myself  and  my  wife,  and  I  authorize  you  to 
Cbutwbll.    hoiio^r  til©  cheques  of  either  of  us."    The  bank  manager  says 
(but  I  cannot  rely  on  loose  conversations,  of  which  he  has  evi- 
dently no  specific  recollection),  that  he  said  also,  ^*  the  balance  of 
the  account  will  belong  to  the  survivor."    Whether  he  said  so  or 
not,  I  think  is  not  very  material,  because  the  word  '* belong"  is  an 
ambiguous  word,  and  no  real  conclusion  can  be  drawn  from  that. 

What  afterwards  occurred  was  this : — The  man's  health  not  im- 
proving he  never  drew  a  cheque.  His  wife  drew  all  cheques 
against  the  account,  and  she  applied  the  proceeds  to  household 
purposes,  and  I  suppose  small  sums  to  her  own  use.  All  the  sums 
afterwards  paid  in  by  the  husband  were  carried  to  the  credit  of  the 
account  in  the  joint  names.  Of  course  the  theory  is,  that  not  only 
the  sum  transferred,  but  all  the  sums  paid  in  from  time  to  time, 
would  go  to  the  wife.  Now,  in  all  the  cases  in  which  a  gift  to  the 
vdfe  has  been  held  to  have  been  •  intended,  the  husband  has 
retained  the  dominion  over  the  fund  in  this  sense,  that  the  wife 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband  has  had  no  power  indepen- 
dently  of  him,  and  the  husband  has  retained  the  power  of  revoking 
the  gift.  In  transferring  a  sum  of  stock  there  is  no  obvious 
motive  why  a  man  should  put  a  sum  of  stock  into  the  name  of 
himself  and  his  wife.  She  cannot  receive  the  dividends ;  he  can 
and  must,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  any  motive  of  convenience  or 
otherwise  which  should  induce  a  man  to  buy  a  sum  of  stock,  or 
transfer  a  sum  of  stock  (if  there  is  any  difference  between  the 
two)  in  or  into  the  names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  except  the 
motive  of  benefitingher  in  case  she  survives.  But  here  we  have 
the  actual  fiM^,  that  the  man  was  in  such  a  state  of  health  that  he 
could  not  draw  cheques,  and  the  wife  drew  them.  Looking  at  the 
fact  that  subsequent  sums  are  paid  in  from  time  to  time,  and 
taking  into  view  all  the  circumstances  (as  I  understand  I  am 
bound  to  do),  as  a  juryman,  I  think  the  circumstances  shew  that 
this  was  a  mere  arrangement  for  convenience,  and  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  be  a  provision  for  the  wife  in  the  event  which  might 
happen,  that  at  the  husband's  death  there  might  be  a  fund  stand- 
ing to  the  credit  of  the  banking  account.    I  take  into  account  the 
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circumstance  that  the  vrife  could  draw  upon  the  fund  in  the 
husband's  lifetime,  so  that  it  would  not  necessarily  be  a  provision 
for  her  after  his  death;  and  also  the  circumstance  that  the  amount 
of  the  fund  at  his  death  must  be  altogether  uncertain ;  and,  haviug 
regard  to  the  rule  which  is  now  binding  on  me,  that  I  must  infer 
from  the  surrounding  circumstances  what  the  nature  of  the  trans- 
^action  was,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  not  intended  to 
be  a  provision  for  the  wife,  but  simply  a  mode  of  conveniently 
managing  the  testator's  affairs,  and  that  it  leaves  the  money 
therefore  still  his  property. 

There  will  be  a  declaration  that  the  widow  is  not  entitled  to  the 
fund,  and  the  costs  will  come  out  of  the  estate. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  VrioVj  Churchy  Biffff,  dk  Adams. 


M.  B. 

1875 


Marshal 

V. 

Cbutwkxx. 


EOSS.  V.  PAKKYNS. 

[1871    B.    155.] 

Principal  and  AgtnJt — Partnership — Underwriting  Business — Agreemeni  to 

share  Profits, 

An  agreement  dated  in  August,  1864  (previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Act 
28  &  29  Vict,  c  86),  provided  that  an  underwriting  account  at  IloycCs  should 
be  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  Defendant,  and  the  subscription  paid  in  his 
name ;  that  all  policies,  losses,  and  averages  should  be  signed  and  settled  by 
the  Defendant,  or  by  the  Plaintiff  as  his  agent ;  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
apply  the  whole  or  such  part  of  his  time  and  attention  to  the  said  business  as 
might  be  required  for  conducting  the  same ;  that  proper  books  of  accounts 
should  be  kept  by  the  Plaintiff,  he  obtaining  such  assistance  from  time  to 
time  as  he  might  find  necessary,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Defendant ; 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  paid  or  allowed  a  salary  of  £150  by  the  De- 
fendant ;  that  the  profits  should  be  divided  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendant  in  the  following  proportions,  viz.,  that  the  Defendant  should  be 
entitled  to  four-fifths  and  the  Plaintiff  to  one-fifbb ;  that  if  in  any  one  year 
the  business  should  not  yield  any  profit,  but  a  loss  should  accrue  to  the  De- 
fendant, then  he  alone  should  bear  and  pay  the  said  loss,  and  the  Plaintiff 
should  be  entirely  exempt  from  bearing  or  paying  any  part  or  proportion 
thereof,  and  any  profit  arising  from  the  business  of  any  one  year  should  not 
be  set  off  aguhst  or  reduced  by  the  loss  in  any  other  year ;  and  that  if  after 
the  division  of  profits  in  any  one  year  any  unexpected  claim  or  demand 
«hould  be  made  upon  the  partners,  they  should  advance  and  pay  their 


M.  B. 
1875 

June  25. 
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IC  B.  respcctire  proportions  thereof,  nevertheless  so  that  the  Plaintiff  be  not 

1875  called  upon  to  pay  any  greater  sum  of  money  in  respect  of  the  business 

««-v^  of  any  one  year  than  the  amount  of  the  sum  he  should  then  have  received 

^^^^  as  and  for  his  share  of  the  profits  in  respect  of  the  business  for  that  same 

Pabkths.  y®*^* 

— »-  ffeld^  that  the  contract  was  one  of  hiring  and  service,  and  not  of  part- 

nership. 

On  the  6th  of  'May,  1863,  the  Defendant,  Sir  Thomas  Qewge 
Atigudus  Parhyns,  commenced  carrying  on  business  in  his  own 
name  as  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's,  of  which  the  Defendant  was  a 
member. 

On  the  6th  of  August,  1864  (previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Act 
28  &  29  Vict.  c.  86),  a  written  agreement  was  entered  into  between- 
the  Plaintiff,  James  BusseU  Boss  (who  was  not  then  a  member  of 
LhycCs),  and  the  Defendant,  whereby  it  was  recited  that  the  Defen- 
dant had  been  engaged  as  an  underwriter  in  LloycFs,  and  that  it 
had  been  agreed  that  the  underwriting  account  in  the  name  of 
the  Defendant,  which  commenced  on  the  6th  of  May,  1863,  should 
be  continued  for  three  years  from  that  date  upon  the  terms  and 
conditions  thereinafter  mentioned.  These  conditions,  so  £bu:  as^ 
material,  were  as  follows : — 

'^  (1.)  That  the  underwriting  account  which  commenced  on  the 
6th  day  of  May,  1863,  shall  continue  for  the  period  of  three  years 
from  that  date,  and  shall  be  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  said 
Sir  Thos.  Geo.  Augustus  Parkyns,  and  that  the  subscriptions  shall 
be  made  in  his  name  only.  That  the  policies,  losses,  and  averages 
shall  and  may  be  signed  and  settled  respectively  by  the  said  Sir 
Thomas  George  Augustus  Parkyns,  or  by  the  said  J.  B.  Boss  as  his 
agent. 

"  (2.)  That  the  said  James  Bussdl  Boss  shall  apply  the  whole  or 
such  part  of  his  time  and  attention  to  the  said  business  as  may  be 
required  for  conducting  the  same. 

'^  (3.)  That  proper  books  of  account  shall  be  kept  of  and  relating 
to  the  said  underwriting  business  by  the  said  James  BusseU  Boss^ 
he  obtaining  such  assistance  from  time  to  time  as  he  may  find 
necessary,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  George 
Augustus  Parkyns,  the  expense  of  such  assistance  to  be  borne  by 
the  said  underwriting  business.  That  true  and  particular  entries 
shall  be  made  in  such  books  of  account  by  the  party  keepmg  the^ 
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same  of  all  such  transactionsy  matters,  and  things  as  are  usually       M.  B. 
written  or  entered  in  books  of  account  kept  by  persons  engaged  in       1875 
concerns  of  a  similar  nature.  Boss 

**  (4.)  That  the  said  books  of  account,  together  with  all  securities,    pj^^j^g 

letters,  and  other  things  which  from  time  to  time  shall  concern       

the  said  business  shall  remain  and  be  kept  and  preserved  at  the 
counting  house  where  it  shall  be  agreed  by  the  said  parties  to 
conduct  the  business  from  time  to  time,  and  that  each  of  the  said 
parties  shall  have  free  access  to  inspect,  examine,  cast  up,  and 
copy  the  same  without  any  hindrance  or  denial  of  or  by  either  of 
them. 

''  (5.)  That  the  said  Jl  B.  Boss  has  been  paid  and  allowed  a 
salary  or  sum  of  £150  per  annum  by  the  said  Sir  Thomas  George 
Augustus  Parkyne  since  the  said  6th  day  of  May,  1863,  and  shall 
continue  to  be  paid  or  allowed  the  said  salary  or  sum  of  £150  by 
the  said  Sir  Thomas  George  Augustus  Parhyns  in  each  and  every 
year  during  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  three  years,  by  equal 
half-yearly  payments. 

^  (6.)  That  the  gains  and  profits  of  the  said  business,  after  de- 
ducting  all  expenses  attending  the  same,  shall  be  divided  between 
the  said  parties  in  the  following  proportions,  namely : — The  said 
Sir  Thomas  George  Augustus  Parkyns  shall  be  entitled  to  and 
have  four  fifth  parts  or  shares  thereof,  and  the  said  James  BusseU 
Boss  shall  be  entitled  to  the  remaining  one  fifth  part  or  share 
thereof.  And  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  and  declared  that  in 
case  in  any  one  or  more  years  of  the  term  during  which  the  said 
business  shall  be  carried  on  the  same  shall  not  yield  any  profit, 
but  a  loss  shall  eventually  accrue  to  the  said  Sir  Thomas  George 
Augustus  Parkyns  thereupon  during  such  one  or  more  years,  that 
he  shall  alone  bear  and  pay  the  said  loss,  and  the  said  J.  B.  Boss 
shall  be  entirely  exempted  from  bearing  or  paying  any  part  or 
proportion  thereof,  and  any  profit  arising  from  the  business  of  any 
one  year  shall  not  be  set  off  against  or  be  reduced  by  the  loss  in 
any  other  year  of  the  said  term,  but  the  account  for  each  year 
shall  be  closed  and  settled  as  one  distinct  and  separate  account/' 

**  (7.)  That  the  accounts  of  the  said  business  for  ascertaining 
the  profit  or  loss  accrued  thereto  or  sustained  thereby  during  any 
one  year  of  the  said  term  shall  not  be  considered  as  closed  or 
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IL  B.  settled  before  the  expiration  of  two  years  next  following  the  end 
1875  of  that  one  year,  and  that  the  profits  arising  from  the  under- 
Bobs        writing  of  the  first  year  of  the  said  term,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall 

Pab!^s.    °o*  ^  ^"^^^  ^fo'^e  *^^e  l8*  ^y  of  January.  1866,  nor  the  profits 
of  any  succeeding  year  before  the  expiration  of  two  years  next 

following  the  end  of  that  year,  and  that  before  any  division  of 

such  profits  be  made,  due  provision  shall  be  made  for  meeting  and 

satisfying  any  claims  which  may  be  then  pending  against  the  said 

parties  in  respect  of  the  said  business,  and  that  if  after  such 

division  of  profits  in  any  one  year  any  unexpected  claim  or 

demand  shall  be  made  upon  or  against  the  said  parties,  they  shall 

advance  and  pay  their  respective  proportions  thereof,  nevertheless 

so  that  the  said  J.  B.  Boss  be  not  called  upon  to  pay  any  greater 

sum  of  money  in  respect  of  the  business  of  any  one  year  than  the 

amount  of  the  sum  he  shall  then  have  received  as  or  for  his  share 

of  the  profits  in  respect  of  the  said  business  for  that  same  year."  • 

The  business  was  carried  on  upon  tlie  terms  of  the  agreement 
down  to  the  6th  of  May,  1866 ;  and  was  afterwards  continued, 
without  any  further  written  agreement  being  entered  into,  and  on 
exactly  similar  terms,  down  to  the  31st  of  December,  1870. 

In  December,  1871,  the  Plaintiff  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit, 
alleging  that  the  business  had  been  carried  on  by  the  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  in  partnership :  and  praying  that  the  partnership 
accounts  might  be  taken,  and  the  affairs  thereof  wound  up  under 
the  direction  of  the  Oourt 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr,  BooAurffhy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bradford,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  agreement  amounted  to  a  contract  by  the  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  to  share  profits  and  losses  in  the  business  of  under- 
writers, and  consequently  that  a  partnership  between  them  was 
thereby  constituted.  It  was  true  that  the  share  of  loss  to  be 
borne  by  the  Defendant  was  measured  by  the  profits  he  had 
received,  but  this  circumstance  did  not  affect  the  principle. 

Mr.  Chitty,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Kekewieh,  for  the  Defendant,  referred 
to  Mollwo,  Mareh,  &  Co.  v.  Cot»rt  of  Wards  (1),  Stoeker  v.  Brockd^ 
hanJc  (2). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  419.  (2)  3  Mac  &  G.  260. 
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Sib  Gr.  Jessel,  M.B. : —  m.  b. 

The  question  I  have  to  decide  is  not  a  question  of  liability  to  i^ 
third  persons,  but  the  simple  question  whether  a  certain  agreement  ^^^ 
made  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  is  an  agreement  for  Fabktks. 
hiring  and  service  or  an  agreement  for  a  partnership.  Like  every 
other  agreement  you  must  look  at  the  whole  of  it  in  order  to 
ascertain  its  meaning.  It  is  said  (and  about  that  there  is  no 
doubt)  that  the  mere  participation  in  profits  inter  se  affords 
<x>gent  evidence  of  partnership.  But  it  is  now  settled  by  the  cases 
of  Cox  V.  Hickman  (1),  BuUen  v.  Sharp  (2),  and  MoUvh),  Marehy  dt 
Co.  V.  CotMri  of  Wards  (3),  that  although  a  right  to  participate 
in  profits  is  a  strong  test  of  partnership,  and  there  may  be  cases 
where  upon  a  simple  participation  in  profits  there  is  a  presump- 
tion, not  of  law,  but  of  fact,  that  there  is  a  partnership,  yet 
whether  the  relation  of  partnership  does  or  does  not  exist  must 
depend  upon  the  whole  contract  between  the  parties,  and  that  cir- 
^cumstance  is  not  conclusive. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  this  agreement.  It  is  made  between  two 
persons,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant.  There  is  not  a  word 
about  partnership  in  it  from  beginning  to  end.  That  is  the  first 
observation  to  be  made  upon  it.  They  are  mercantile  men,  and  if 
they  were  going  to  be  partners  why  did  not  they  say  so  ?  Then 
the  first  clause  says  that  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be  the  Defendant's 
agent.  And  the  second  clause  provides  that  the  Plaintiff  is  to 
apply  the  '^  whole  or  such  part  of  his  time  and  attention  to  the 
business  as  may  be  required  for  conducting  the  same."  That  is 
not  conclusive,  for  you  may  have  a  sleeping  partner,  but  it  goes  in 
the  same  direction.  Then  the  third  clause  is  remarkable : — [His 
Honour  read  it].  Did  any  one  ever  see  such  a  thing  in  partner- 
ship articles?  I  do  not  say  that  such  a  thing  is  impossible,  but  it 
is  very  unlikely  that  one  partner  would  keep  the  books  and 
accounts,  '' obtaining  such  assistance  from  time  to  time  as  he 
might  find  necessary,''  and  that  "  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
other."  Then  the  5th  clause  provides  that  Boss  is  to  be  paid 
by  Sir  Thomas  Parkyns  a  salary  of  £150  per  annum  in  each 
year.    It  is  called  "  salary."    The  term  **  salary  "  is  a  well-known 

(1)  8  H.  L.  C.  208.  (2)  Law  Bep.  1  0.  P.  86. 

(3)  I^aw  Bep.  4  P.  C.  419. 


V. 

Pabktns. 
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H.  R.  term.  It  is  what  yon  pay  to  a  servant  of  the  higher  class^ 
1875  such  as  seryants  of  the  State,  a  fixed  sum  per  annQiDy  which  is 
Ross  generally  called  by  some  other  term  when  paid  to  servants  of  a 
lower  class,  bat  which  you  may  call  salary  in  all  cases.  It  is 
something  that  you  pay  your  servant.  The  term  "  salary,"  as  a  rule^ 
is  not  applicable  between  partners  inter  se.  It  is  not  conclusive, 
but  so  far  as  the  common  term  *'  salary  **  is  used  as  being  paid  by 
one  party  to  another,  that  implies  that  the  one  is  a  servant.  In 
this  case,  the  salary  is  not  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  way  of 
salary  or  allowance  to  a  working  partner  out  of  the  assets,  or 
according  to  the  terms  which  you  find  in  partnership  agreements,. 
**  out  of  the  partnership  gross  profits,"  but  it  is  to  be  paid  by 
Parhfiis  to  Boss  out  of  his  own  pocket,  and  there  is  no  means  of 
getting  it  back  again.  I  think  that  is  very  strong  evidence  that 
Boss  was  the  servant  of  ParJcyns. 

Then,  the  6th  clause  is  this : — [His  Honour  read  it.] 
Here  it  is  quite  plain  that  two  things  were  in  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties.  First,  that  loss  could  not  accrue  to  Boss,  because 
it  is  expressly  spoken  of  as  to  accrue  to  Parkyns,  Next,  if  it  does 
accrue  to  ParJcyns  he  is  not  to  call  upon  Boss  to  pay  any  share  of 
it.  The  terms  are  *' that  if  loss  shall  accrue  to  ParJcyns"  not  ** if 
the  business  shall  be  carried  on  at  a  loss,"  and  ParJcyns  is  alone  to 
suffer  any  loss.  Then  the  7th  clause  provides  that  the  accoants 
are  to  be  made  up  in  a  Certain  way,  and  then  it  says,  if  after 
such  division  of  profits  in  any  one  year  any  unexpected  claim  or 
demand" — ^that  is  anything  that  they  did  not  anticipate — **  shall  be 
made  upon  or  against  the  said  parties,  they  shall  advance  and  pay 
tlieir  respective  proportions  thereof,  nevertheless  so  that  the  said 
James  BusseU  Boss  be  not  called  upon  to  pay  any  greater  sum  of 
money  in  respect  of  the  business  of  any  one  year  than  the  amount 
of  the  sum  he  shall  then  have  received  as  or  for  his  share  of  the 
profits  in  respect  of  the  said  business  for  that  same  year."  Boss- 
is  only  to  be  called  upon  to  return  any  money  that  he  has  received 
as  or  for  his  share  of  profits  for  that  year;  that  is,  he  has 
received  a  share  of  profits  which  are  not  really  profits,  because  a 
daim  has  turned  up  afterwards,  shewing  that  that  what  he  ha» 
received  was  not  profits ;  but  in  no  case  is  he  to  pay  back  any  of 
his  salary. 
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It  is  clear  to  my  mind,  looking  at  the  whole  of  the  agreement  m.  b. 

from  beginning  to  end,  that  Parkyns  is  the  owner  of  the  business,  1S75 

and  that  Boss  is  his  servant.    It  is  not  a  partnership  contract  at  ^^ 
all,  but  a  contract  for  hiring  and  serrice.  ^' 

Mr.  Boxburffh  then  asked  for  an  account  of  profits,  on  the  foot- 
ing of  the  Plaintiff  being  an  agent. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  said  that  the  bill  made  no  case  for 
such  decree,  which  could  only  be  made  under  special  circum- 
stances. The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs,  but  without  pre- 
judice to  any  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity  which  the  Plaintiff 
might  be  advised  to  bring  or  institute  to  recover  Im  share,  or 
alleged  share,  of  profits. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  W.  Webb;  Messrs.  Freshfidds  &  WiUiams. 


In  re  GLOBE  NEW  PATENT  IRON  AND  STEEL  m.  a 

COMPANY.  1875 

Compant^Wmding-up — Inability  to  pay  Debts — Companies  Act^  1862       ^     •^"'^  ^6. 

(26  <fc  26  Vict.  c.  89),  s.  80,  «wJ-w.  1,  4. 

A  company  bought  goods,  giving  in  part  payment  its  acceptance,  which 
was  dishonoored  on  presentation,  and  continued  unpaid:  and  the  vendor 
presented  a  petition  for  winding  up  the  company : — 

EM^  that  the  dishonour  of  the  bill  was  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Court  under  sect.  80,  sub-sect.  4  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  that  the  com- 
pany was  unable  to  pay  its  debts,  although  the  Petitioner  had  not  served  a 
demand  requiring  payment  under  sub-sect.  1. 

A  PETITION  was  presented  on  the  9th  of  June,  by  trade  ere- 
ditors  of  the  Olcbe  New  Patent  Iron  and  Sied  Company ^  Limited^ 
praying  that  it  might  be  wound  up  by  the  Court. 

The  Petitioners  alleged  that  they  had  sold  and  delivered  goods 
to  the  company,  and  had  taken  in  part  payment  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  £1150,  at  three  months*  date,  drawn  by  the  Petitioners,  and 
accepted  by  the  company ;  that  the  bill  became  due  on  the  19th 
of  jVIay,  and  was  dishonoured,  and  that  the  amount  of  it  was  then 
due  to  the  Petitioners,  with  interest  and  incidental  costs,  and  a 
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M.  R.      further  sum  of  £238 ;  that  although  the  Petitioners  had  repeat* 

1875        edly  called  upon  the  company  to  pay  the  amount  so  due  it  had 

jm  ^       neglected  to  pay  the  same ;  that  the  company  was  in  fact  insol- 

NKw^PATsirr  ^^^^f  ^^^  unable  to  pay  its  debts ;  and  that  it  was  just  and  equi- 

Ihoh  and    table,  and  in  the  interest  of  the  general  body  of  creditors,  that  it 

Steel  Ck). 

should  be  wound  up. 

There  was  no  other  evidence  of  the  debt  than  the  formal 
affidavit  verifying  the  Petition. 

Mr.  Marten,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bomer,  for  the  Petition. 

Mr.  Charles  Browne,  for  the  company  :— 

The  debt  is  disputed.  The  Petitioners  have  served  on  the  com- 
pany no  demand  for  payment  pursuant  to  the  Companies  Ad, 
1862,  sect.  80«  sub-sect.  1,  and  consequently  a  winding-up  order 
cannot  be  made :  In  re  Catholic  Publishing  and  BooTcseUing  Com^ 
pony  (1). 

Sib  Gr.  Jbssel,  M.E.  : — 

That  case  appears  to  me  to  be  rather  in  the  Petitibners'  favour. 
I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  sub-sect.  1  has  no  application 
\o  sub-sect.  4.  A  company  may  be  wound  up  by  the  Court  when- 
ever it  is  unable  to  pay  its  debts ;  and  by  sect.  80  a  company  is 
to  be  deemed  to  be  unable  to  pay  its  debts  in  any  of  four  cases.  I 
think  the  fourth  case  includes  the  other  three.  The  first  case  is, 
where  a  creditor  for  £50  or  upwards  has  served  a  demand  of  pay- 
ment, and  the  company  for  the  space  of  three  weeks  after  service 
has  omitted  to  pay  the  debt.  The  second  case  is  where  execution 
issued  upon  a  judgment  has  been  returned  unsatisfied.  The  third 
case  is  under  Scotch  law ;  and  the  fourth  case  is  where  it  is  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  the  company  is  unable  to  pay 
its  debts.  The  only  question  for  me  to  decide  is  this,  whether  this 
is  proved  to  my  satisfaction.  It  appears  that  the  Petitioners  sold 
goods  to  the  company,  and  took  in  part  payment  a  bill,  which  was 
dishonoured,  and  continues  unpaid.  That  is  proof  which  ought  to 
satisfy  me,  and  which  does  satisfy  me,  that  the  company  is  unable 
to  pay  its  debts.    It  was  argued  that  the  Petitioners  are  not 

(1)  2  D.  J.  &  S.  116. 
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entitied  to  their- order  because  of  the  omission  to  serve  the       M.B. 
statutory  notice  demanding  payment ;  but  I  think  their  omission        1875 
to  do  so  has  no  bearing  on  the  question.    In  re  Catholic  Pub-       ^7« 
lishing  and  Bookselling  Company  (1)  was  a  different  case.    Two  j^^j^y™^^ 
points  were  raised  in  it,  first,  whether  the  Petitioners  were  ere-    IROJ^  and 

ditors  of  the  company  at  all ;  and,  secondly,  whether  at  the  time        

the  petition  was  presented  the  company  was  in  such  a  position 
as  to  make  a  winding-up  order  proper ;  and  the  Lords  Justices 
decided  upon  the  evidence  that  the  company  was  not  unable  to 
pay  its  debts  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  80.  I  make  the  usual 
winding-up  order. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners :  Messrs.  Milrie,  BidcUe^  dt  MeUor. 
Solicitors  for  the  company:    Messrs.  Minet,   Smith,  Sony  dt 
Harvie. 


June  26, 


In  re  ANGLO-D ANUBIAN  STEAM  NAVIGATION  AND        M.  R. 

COLLIERY  COMPANY.  i875 

Campanj^ — Power  to  raite  Money  hy  issue  of  Debentures — Issue  at  Discount, 

By  the  articles  of  asaociation  of  a  company  the  directors  were  empowered 
(Art  28)  to  l)ont)w  money,  and  (Art.  29)  to  secure  the  repayment  of  or  raise 
any  money  authorized  to  bo  borrowed  by  them  by  the  issue,  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  of  debentures,  promissory  notes,  or  bills  of  exchange,  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  they  might  deem  expedient ;  and  also  (Art.  66)  to  exercise 
and  do  all  such  powers,  directions,  acts,  deeds,  and  things  as  the  company 
might  exercise  and  do  :— 

Heldy  that  both  under  the  special  power  conferred  by  Art.  20  and  the  general 
powers  conferred  by  Art.  66  the  directors  had  power  to  issue  debentures  at  a 
discount. 

xHIS  was  an  application  by  the  Inlernaiional  Society,  Limited^ 
to  prove  in  the  winding-up  of  the  Anfflo-Danvbian  Steam  Navigor 
tion  and  Colliery  Company ^  Limited,  on  certain  bonds  of  the  com- 
pany for  the  sum  of  £18,000  and  interest.  The  articles  of  associa- 
tion of  the  company  provided  as  follows : — 

(28.)  **  The  directors  may  from  time  to  time  borrow  on  behalf 

(1)  2  D.  J.  &  8.116. 
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K.  B.  of  the  company  any  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  one-half  of  the 

1875  nominal  capital  for  the  time  being  of  the  company* 

j^  (29.)  **  And  may  secure  the  repayment  of  or  raise  any  money 

Dahu^^n  Authorized  to  be  borrowed  by  them  by  mortgage  of  the  undertaking 

Stram  of  the  company  and  the  future  calls  of  the  shareholders,  or  by 

NAYIOATIOir  9  y 

AND  Collubt  either  of  the  above  means,  or  by  mortgage,  charge,  or  deposit  of 
^^^*  the  company's  property,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  by  the  issuing 
as  paid-up  or  partly  paid-up  shares  any  shares  of  the  original  or 
new  capital  of  the  company,  or  by  otherwise  disposing  of  such 
shares  as  the  directors  may  deem  expedient,  or  by  the  issue  on  be- 
half of  the  company  of  debentures,  promissory  notes,  or  bills  of  ex- 
change, or  in  such  other  manner  as  the  directors  deem  expedient'' 
(66.)  '^  The  business  of  the  company,  and  all  matters  relating  to 
the  company  and  the  affairs  thereof,  shall  be  controlled,  managed, 
and  regulated  by  the  directors,  who  may  from  time  to  time  appoint 
and  remove  such  superintendent,  manager,  secretary,  engineers, 
captains,  stewards,  clerks,  and  other  officers  and  servants  of  the 
company,  at  such  salaries  and  with  such  powers  and  duties  as  the 
directors  Ediall  think  fit,  and  may  appoint  and  remove  the  solicitors, 
bankers,  and  brokers  of  the  company ;  and  may  exercise  and  do, 
subject  to  the  regulations  of  these  articles  and  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Joifd  Stock  Companies  Ady  1856,  and  to  such  regulations  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  company  in  general  meeting,  all  such  powers, 
directions,  acts,  deeds,  and  things  which  the  company  might  exercise 
and  do ;  but  no  regulation  made  by  the  company  in  general  meeting 
shall  invalidate  any  prior  act  of  the  directors  which  would  have 
been  valid  if  such  regulation  had  not  been  made." 

The  bonds  in  question  purported  to  secure  £18,000  and  interest, 
but  had  been  issued  by  the  directors  at  a  discount  of  25  per  cent. 
The  form  of  the  bonds  (so  far  as  material  to  be  here  stated)  was  as 
follows  :— 

^*  The  Angh-Bamhian  Steam  Navigation  and  Colliery  Company ^ 
Limited,  acknowledge  that  they  owe  to  A.  B.  and  0.  D.  the  sum 
of  £1000,  and  which  sam  they  agree  to  pay  to  them  or  to  their 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  on  the  presentment  of  this 
debenture  at  the  registered  office  for  the  time  being  of  the  com- 
pany, on  the  26th  day  of  June,  1867,  and  also  to  pay  interest  for 
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the  same  until  that  date,  for  which  interest  warrants  are  hereunto  M.  B. 
attached,  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  per  annnm,  on  the  26th  day  of  1875 
June  and  the  26th  day  of  December  in  each  year."  in  re 

Anglo- 

Mr.  Davey,  Q.C.,  for  the  applicants,  contended  that  the  directors      ^Ix 
had  power  to  issue  debenture  bonds  at  a  discount,  both  under  the  ^  coluSt 
special  powers  contained  in  Art  29,  and  also  under  the  general    Oompaht. 
powers  contained  in  Art.  66. 

Mr.  HuBj  for  the  liquidator,  contended  that  there  was  no  power 
to  issue  debenture  bonds  at  a  discount :  In  re  Inns  of  Chwrt  Hotel 
Company  (1). 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M  Jl. : — 

I  haye  no  doubt  whatever  that  these  are  very  good  debentures. 
The  directors  haye  these  powers.  [His  Honour  read  Arts.  28  and 
29,  and  continued : — ]  The  draftsman  has  evidently  inserted  the 
word  ^*  raise  "  to  prevent  it  being  contended  that  the  directors  could 
only  secure  the  repayment  of  money  borrowed.  He  makes  a  dis- 
tinction between  raising  money  by  giving  security  for  any  amount 
and  securing  the  repayment  of  money  by  giving  security  which 
is  to  be  limited  to  the  money  borrowed.  Here  the  directors  raised 
money  by  giving  debentures  for  more  than  the  money  borrowed. 
There  is  nothing  in  these  articles  to  limit  the  amount  of  interest; 
the  directors  might  give  10  per  cent.,  20  per  cent.,  or  30  percent. ; 
and  they  might  give  that  interest  by  way  of  discount.  I^  therefore^ 
I  went  on  the  mere  words  of  the  29th  clause,  I  should  hold  this  was 
within  their  powers.  But,  looking  to  the  66th  clause,  I  cannot 
have  any  possible  doubt.  The  directors  can  do  anything  the  com- 
pany can  do ;  and  as  there  are  no  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
articles  or  the  company,  under  the  66th  clause  they  may  borrow 
on  any  terms  they  think  fit.  On  both  grounds  I  should  be  of 
opinion  that  they  had  the  power  to  issue  debentures  at  a  discount, 
and  the  proof  must  be  allowed. 


Solicitors :  Mr.  Q.  If.  Clementa ;  Mr.  James  Bdbinson, 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  82. 
Vol.  XX.  2  B 
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June  30. 


M.  B.  WILLS  V.  WILLS. 

1875 

[1875    V.    105.] 

WiU^Oift  o/Inwme  to  Two^Words  "at  their  Death**— Period  of  DisHbution 

— Shares  of  Children, 

Beqnest  of  residne,  the  interest  thereof  to  be  paid  to  C.  and  J.  equally  for 
their  lives,  and  "  at  their  death "  the  principal  to  be  divided  between  the 
children  of  C.  and  J. : — 

ffeidf  that  the  words  "  at  their  death  "  meant "  at  their  respective  deaths," 
and  that,  on  the  death  of  (7.,  the  moiety  to  the  interest  of  which  C,  had  been 
entitled  became  divisible  among  his  children. 

SpECLA^L  CASE. 

John  WUh,  by  his  will,  dated  the  6th  of  June,  1846,  gave'the 
residne  of  his  estate  and  property  to  his  trustees  with  the  follow- 
ing direction : — '^  The  interest  of  the  residue  of  my  estate  vested 
in  the  names  of  the  said  trustees  shall  be  paid  half-yearly  to  my 
sons  Charles  Thomas  WiUs  and  John  Witts  equally  for  their  natural 
lives,  and  at  their  death  the  principal  to  be  divided  equally  be- 
tween the  children  of  the  said  Charles  Thomas  Witts  and  John 
Wittsr 

The  testator  died  in  1846/  leaving  his  two  sons  him  surviving. 
Charles  Thomas  Witts  died  in  1869,  leaving  five  children. 

The  question  arose,  as  between  the  children  of  Charles  Thomas 
Witts  and  John  Witts  and  his  children,  what  were  their  respective 
interests  in  the  moiety  to  the  income  whereof  Charles  Thomas 
Wills  was  entitled  during  his  life. 

^  Mr.  jP.  Thompson,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  children  of  Charles 
Thomas  Witts:— 

Where  the  income  of  any  legacy  is  given  to  two  persons  aa 
tenants  in  common,  and  '*  on  their  death  "  the  principal  is  to  be 
divided  among  their  children,  then  the  children  take  their  parents' 
share,  which  becomes  at  once  divisible  among  them. 

In  Arrow  v.  Hellish  (1),  where  there  was  a  bequest  to  four 
nieces  to  be  equally  divided,  and  **  at  their  deaths  to  go  equally 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  355. 
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share  and  share  alike  to  their  children/'  only  one  of  the  four  had  2L  R. 

children  who  suryived  the  testator,  and  they  died^    One  of  the  1875 

Defendants,  William  Crick,  claimed,  as  their  administrator,  not  wilu 

only  their  share,  but  the  three  shares  of  the  nieces  who  died  with-  -^i^ 

out  leaving  any  children ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  words  ^  their  *— 
children  "  meant  their  respective  children,  who  were  only  entitled 
to  their  parents'  share. 

Mr.  Lanffuxnihy,  for  John  WHls : — 

I  contend  that  on  the  death  of  C.  T.  Wills  his  brother  John 
Wills  became  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  whole  fund  during  his 
life.  Where  the  income  of  the  corpus  of  a  Aind  is  given  as  a 
whole  between  two  persons  for  their  lives,  as  a  general  role  it  is 
not  divisible  among  the  remaindermen  till  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor. 

Thus,  in  Malcolm  v.  Martin  (1),  where  a  legacy  was  given  to  the 
children  of  G.  and  the  children  of  L.  for  life,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them,  and  at  their  decease  the  same  was  to  be  divided 
betwixt  the  grandchildren  of  G.  and  L.,  it  was  held  {G.  having  no 
children)  that  the  children  of  L.  took  the  whole  interest  for  their 
lives  as  joint  tenants,  and  that  the  grandchildren  did  not  take  till 
after  the  death  of  all  the  children.  AU  v.  Qregory  (2)  was  also  a 
case  where  the  distribution  of  the  ccrp/A  was  postponed  till  after 
the  death  of  the  last  survivor  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
income.  Here  the  words  ^^  at  their  death  *'  mean  ^  at  the  death  of 
the  survivor,"  not  '^  at  their  respective  deaths." 

The  Masteb  of  the  Aolls  referred  to  WiUes  v.  Boughs  (3), 
where  there  was  a  gift  in  trust  to  be  equally  divided  between  A., 
B^  and  C.  for  their  separate  use,  and  at  their  decease  to  be  divided 
amongst  their  daughters,  and  it  was  held  that  on  the  death  of  A. 
one-third  of  the  fund  was  divisible  among  her  children.  That  was 
exactly  the  present  case. 

lilr.  0.  L.  Clare,  for  the  children  of  John  WUls: — ] 
'    I  support  the  contention  of  the  FlaintifiTs  counsel,  so  far  as  he 

(1)  3  Bro.  0.  C.  50.  (2)  8  D.  M.  &  a.  221.  , 

(3)  10  Bear.  47. 
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BL  B.  maintains  that  the  moiety  of  the  fond  became  divisible  on  the 
1875  death  of  C.  T.  WUh^  but  I  submit  it  is  divisible  among  the  chil- 
WiLLs  dren  of  both  the  brothers.  In  Ahrey  v.  Newman  (1),  where  there 
Wnxs       ^^  ^  bequest  to  be  equally  divided  between  A.  and  wife  and  B. 

and  wife  for  their  lives^  after  which  to  be  equally  divided  between 

the  children  of  A.  and  B.^  it  was  held  that,  on  the  death  of  A.  and 
his  wife,  a  moiety  became  divisible  equally  amongst  the  children 
of  A.  and  B. 

In  Sard  v.  Bard  (2),  where  there  was  a  bequest  of  a  moiety  of 
residue  to  the  testator's  daughter  A.  for  life,  and  of  the  other 
moiety  to  his  daughter  B.  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  A,  and 
B.  then  of  all  his  personal  estate  to  be  equally  divided  between  his 
grandchildren^ — on  the  death  of  A.  it  was  held  that  the  moiety 
enjoyed  by  her  became  immediately  divisible  amongst  the  grand- 
children. 

Soy  in  the  present  case,  it  is  submitted  that  the  children  of  John 
WiU$  are  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  moiety;  and,  further,  that 
the  children  of  the  two  families  take  per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes. 

Sib  G.  Jessel.  M.B.  : — 

* 

I  might  give  my  judgment  somewhat  in  the  words  of  Vice* 
Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  in  Arrow  v.  MeUish  (3) :  ^  I  have  not 
a  doubt  in  my  own  mind  of  the  intention  of  the  testator.  The 
only  question  seems  to  be  whether  I  am  bound  by  the  decisions  in 
Malcolfn  v.  Martin  (4),  Pearse  v.  Edmeades  (5),  and  Smith  v.  Streat- 
field  (6),  to  decide  in  favour  of  Mr.  Crick's  view  of  the  will.  I 
think  that  not  one  of  those  cases  compels  me  to  do  so,  and  I 
therefore  decline  doing  so." 

^  In  the  first  place,  the  will  makes  a  provision  for  the  testator^s 
two  children  primarily,  and  then  for  his  grandchildren.  The 
natural  course  would  be,  under  these  circumstances,  that  after  the 
death  of  either  of  the  children,  his  children  should  be  provided 
for.  It  is,  therefore,  very  unlikely  that  he  intended  that  there 
should  be  no  provision  for  one  branch  until  the  head  of  the  other 
branch  should  be  dead. 

(1)  16  Beav.  431.  (4)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  60. 

(2)  23  Beav.  87.  (5)  You.  367. 

(3)  1  De  Q.  &  Sm.  366.  (6)  1  Mer.  868. 
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The  testator  giyes  the  income  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his       H.  B. 
two  sons  equally  for  their  lives.    That  wonld  not  give  to  either  of       1875 
them  more  than  a  moiety.    Then  he  proceeds,  '^And  at  their      v^^ 
death  the  principal  to  be  divided  equally  between  the  children  of      «^^' 
the  said  C  T.  Wills  and  John  WUhr    That  is  aU.    The  expres-       — ' 
sion  ^  at  their  death  "  cannot  be  literal.    It  is  impossible  the  tes- 
tator could  have  supposed  that  both  his  sons  should  die  at  the 
same  moment ;  and  I  may  repeat  the  observations  of  Lord  Lanff- 
dale  in  WiUes  v.  Douglas  (1),  that  ^'  ^  at  their  death '  cannot  mean 
the  contemporaneous  death  of  all,  but  the  deaths  of  each  respec- 
tively."   If  so,  away  goes  Malcolm  v.  Martin  (2). 

The  only  other  possible  interpretation  is,  '^  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor,"  but  that  gets  rid  of  the  word  "  their."  I  prefer  taking 
it  as  **  at  their  respective  deaths."  There  is  now  no  gift  of  the 
moiety  of  the  income  after  the  death  of  either  of  the  sons  to  any- 
body. He  directs  at  their  death  '^the  principal,"  that  is,  the 
principal  of  that  moiety  of  which^the  income  is  now  free^  ^'  to  be 
divided  equally  between  the  children  "  of  his  two  sons. 

There  are  two  possible  constructions.  The  literal  construction 
will  not  do.  The  natural  and  probable  construction  is  that  by  the 
children  he  means  the  respective  children.  This  was  the  view 
taken  in  Arrow  v.  MeUuih  (3),  where  the  words  ^  their  children  " 
were  held  to  mean  **  their  respective  children." 

The  principal  which  produced  the  income  which  has  been  'set 
free  is  to  go  at  once  to  the  children  of  the  son  who  died,  and  I  so 
answer  the  case. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Simpson  db  Cullinffford. 

i      (1)  10  Beav.  60.  (2)  3  Bio.  C.  0. 50. 

(3)  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  365. 
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M.  B.  In  re  BEEDAN'S  PATENT. 

1875 

,^^^^  FaierU — Disclaimer — Jurisdiction — Taking  off  File. 

/ttn«24; 

•Tuijf  2.  Where  a  disclaimer  had  l)een  filed  without  the  consent  of  the  patentee : — 

'""""'  Eeld^  that  the  Master  of  the  KoUs  had  jurisdiction  without  bill  filed  to 

order  it  to  be  taken  off  the  file : — 

Observations  on  In  re  Sharp's  Patent  (1). 

X  HIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  H.  Berdan,  a  patentee,  to  take 
o£f  the  file  a  disclaimer^  and  to  remove  a  fiat  which  he  alleged 
had  been  filed  and  entered  without  his  consent. 

On  the  13th  of  October,  1874,  application  was  made  to  the 
Solicitor-General  on  behalf  of  Berdan  for  leave  to  file  a  disclaimer, 
and  leave  was  given  that  the  disclaimer  might  be  filed  sabject  to 
certain  conditions,  which,  however,  Berdan  refased  to  accept, 
and  he  declined  to  sign  the  undertaking  required  by  the  law 
ofiScer.  Subsequently  Berdan  $  solicitor  ascertained  that,  without 
his  having  given  or  agreed  to  give  the  required  undertaking,  a 
fiat  had  been  entered  and  a  disclaimer  filed.  A  disclaimer,  with 
the  conditions  annexed,  was  printed  at  the  Great  Seal  Office. 

Mr.  Adon^  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Crossley^  in  support  of  the  motion,  sub- 
mitted that  the  disclaimer,  having  been  filed  without  the  consent 
of  the  patentee,  should  be  taken  off  the  file,  and  that  the  fiat 
should  not  be  entered. 

Mr.  BagshanDe^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Loeoek  Webb,  Q.C.,  for  the  NaUonal 
Arms  and  Ammunition  Company,  who  had  opposed  the  application 
to  the  Solicitor-General,  contended  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  motion.  In 
the  case  of  In  re  Sharp's  Patent  (1)  it  was  held  that  the  Master  of 
the  Bolls,  as  keeper  of  the  public  records  in  Chancery,  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  alter  anything  which  a  patentee  had  claimed  or 
disclaimed  in  his  specification,  but  only  to  amend  verbal  or  clerical 
errors.    . 

(1)  8  Eeav.  245. 
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Sib  O.  Jessel,  M.R : —  m.  e. 

I  think  I  have  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  application.    The       ^^^ 


patentee  says  that  the  fiat  of  the  law  officer  was  entered  and  his       In  re 
disclaimer  filed  without  his  consent.    As  no  man  can  disclaim  a     Patkkt. 
patent  unless  by  his  own  consent^  it  follows  that,  as  this  patentee 
has  not  consented,  there  can  be  no  disclaimer,  and  it  appears  that 
this  disclaimer  was  filed  under  a  mistake  of  fact  on  the  part  of  the 
officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  file  disclaimers. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  has  jurisdiction 
to  set  this  right  without  bill  filed  by  removing  from  the  record 
^  the  documents  which  have  been  thus  filed.  There  is  no  authority 
on  the  subject.  In  all  other  Courts  the  Judge  is  the  keeper  of  the 
records  of  the  particular  Court,  and  exercises  a  sort  of  equitable 
jurisdiction  to  set  such  matters  right  without  action  or  suit.  But 
the  Court  of  Chancery  is  not  a  Court  of  Becord,  and  a  Judge 
in  Chancery  is  not  the  keeper  of  the  records  of  his  own  Court. 
There  is  a  separate  keeper  of  the  records,  namely,  the  Master  of 
the  Eolls,  who  happens  also  to  be  a  Judge,  and  I  consider  that 
he  has  power  to  set  matters  right  in  a  case  of  this  description. 

Fmay  observe  that  In  re  Sharp's  Patent  (1)  has  no  direct  bearing 
on  this  case,  as  there  the  application  was  not  to  take  documents 
off  the  file,  but  to  alter  an  inrolment ;  and  Lord  Laaigdaie  con- 
sidered that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  to  do  more  by  a  memorandum 
of  alteration  than  to  amend  some  slips  or  clerical  errors. 


July  2.    The  case,  which  had  stood  over,  again  came  on,  and 
an  order  was  made  for  the  disclaimer  to  be  taken  off  the  file. 

Solicitors  for  the  Applicant :  Messrs.  Larnbert  dt  Fetck. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Stibbard  dt  Cramhey. 

(1)  3  Bear,  245. 
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M.  B.  CARLYON  V.  TRUSCOTT. 

^  [1859    C.    172.] 


Jviy  3.'       WtU^Charge  of  D^ts  m  BeaZ  Estate  if  Personalty  inrnfficieni^SaLe-^NGtice 
(f  Payment  of  Debts —  Vendor  and  Purchaser, 

A  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1858,  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  trustees  upon  trust  out  of  the  proceeds  of  his  personal  estate,  or  if  and  so 
far  as  the  same  should  be  insufficient  then  out  of  the  prooeeds  of  his  real 
estate,  to  pay  his  debts ;  and  as  to  a  certain  house  belonging  to  him,  to  p^- 
mit  his  widow  to  occupy  it  during^  widowhood,  and  on  her  second  marriage 
or  death'  to  sell  the  same. 

The  usual  decree  for  administration  was  made  by  the  Court,  and  the  Chief 
Clerk  found  that  all  the  debts  had  been  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate.  By 
an  order  subsequently  made  on  farther  consideration  of  the  cause,  it  was 
ordered  (with  the  consent  of  the  widow,  who  was  still  living)^  that  the  said 
house  should  be  sold ;  and  a  contract  for  sale  was  entered  into.  The  pur- 
chaser having  objected  that  a  good  title  cotQd  not  be  made : — 

Held,  that  the  trustees  had  no  power  of  sale,  and  that  the  objection  was 
vaUd. 

Forbes  v.  Peacock  (1)  explained. 

James  TBUSCOTT,  by  his  wUl,  dated  the  401  of  September, 
1858,  gave  and  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees 
upon  trust  out  of  the  proceeds  of  his  personal  estate,  or  if  and  so 
fiEur  as  the  same  should  be  insufficient  then  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
his  real  estate,  to  pay  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses ;  and  as  to  a  property  called  Essex  Lodge^  to  permit  the  testa- 
tor's widow  to  occupy  the  same  during  widowhood,  and  after  her 
second  marriage  or  death  to  sell  the  same,  as  therein  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  in  December,  1858,  and  this  suit  was  insti- 
tuted shortly  afterwards  for  the  administration  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate ;  and  the  usual  administration  decree  was  made.  The 
Chief  Clerk's  certificate  found  that  all  the  debts  of  the  testator  had 
been  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate. 

By  an  order  made  on  further  consideration  on  the  14th  of 
January,  1867,  it  was  ordered,  with  the  consent  of  the  testator's 
widow  (who  was  still  living),  that  Essex  Lodge  should  be  sold,  and  a 

(1)  1  Ph.  717. 
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contract  was  entered  into  accordingly.    The  purchaser  upon  inyes-  H.  B. 

tigating  the  title  raised  the  objection  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  1875 

to  make  the  order  directing  a  sale ;  and  the  question  of  the  va-  Q^jojcag 

lidity  of  the  objection  was  ac^'oomed  into  Court  Tbii«ot«. 

Mr.  W.  B.  EBis,  for  the  purchaser : — 

The  trust  for  sale  oontained  in  the  will  arises  only  after  tha 
widow's  death ;  she  is  still  liying ;  consequently  the  sale  cannot  be 
supported  on  that  ground.  NeitHev  can  a  title  be  made  on  the 
ground  that  the  property  is  chaiged  with  debts ;  for  all  the  teatft^ 
tor's  debts  have  been  paid. 

Mr.  S^tiihgate,  Q,0.,  and  Mr.  Tumdyi,  for  the  Pk^iatiffs  :— 

The  prc^rty  is  charged  with  debts ;  the  trusteesy  therefore,  have 
power  to  sell ;  and  the  puBcbaser  is  not  bound  to  inquire  whether 
the  debts  hare  or  have  not  been  paid :  F^iss  y.  Peaco$k  (1). 

Sib  O.  Jessel,  M.R : — 

I  am  sorry  to  say  that  I  must  give  e£fect  to  this  objection.  If  I 
had  been  advising  a  willing  purchaser  I  should  have  taken  the 
title  and  relied  on  the  decree  not  being  disturbed ;  but  when  you 
get  a  purchaser  who  wants  to  sell  again  immediately,  of  course  he 
is  entitled  to  take  every  objection.  The  gift  was  a  gift  of  real  and 
personal  estate  upon  trust  to  pay  the  debts  out  of  the  personalty, 
and  then,  if  that  was  insufficient  (you  must  recollect  the  form  of 
the  trust),  to  pay  them  out  of  the  real  estate.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  trust  in  the  first  instance  to  pay  out  of  the  real  estate,  but  only 
a  trust  in  case  the  personal  estate  should  prove  deficient.  It  did 
not  prove  deficient,  and  it  was  proved  in  the  cause  long  before  this 
sale,  and  certified,  that  the  debts  had  all  been  paid  in  due  course 
out  of  the  personal  estate.  Now,  though  it  may  be  that  in  'cases 
of  this  kind  the  assertion  of  the  vendors  that  the  personal  estate  is 
insufficient  and  that  the  roal  estate  is  wanted  for  payment  of  debts, 
would  protect  the  purchaser,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  would  have 
been  a  plain  breach  of  trust  if  the  trustees  had  sold  the  real  estate^ 

(1)  1  Ph.  717. 
Vol.  XX.  2  0  2 
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M.  B.       not  only  knowing  that  the  personal  estate  was  sufficient,  but  know* 

1875       ing  it  had  been  applied  to  a  sufficient  extent  in  payment  of  all  the 

Carlton     debts.    Therefore,  as  the  matter  stands,  it  would  be  a  plain  breach 

Tbv^.    of  trust  to  sell  any  part  of  the  real  estate.    But  as  regards  this 

particular  real  estate  the  trust  is  for  a  lady  for  life,  who  is.  still 

living,  and  after  her  death  to  sell  and  divide  the  proceeds;  so 
that  there  is  ar  trust  for  sale  of  this  particular  real  estate,  but  not 
until  after  the  death  of  the  lady  who  is  still  living. 

Ob  the  part  of  the  vendors,  reliance  was  placed  on  the  well- 
known  case  of  Forbes  v.  Peaeodc  (1),  and  I  wish  to  say,  not  only 
am  I  bound  to  follow  that  decision,  but  it  is  a  decision  so  old  and 
so  much  acted  on,  that  were  it  only  a  decision  of  a  Court  of  co- 
ordinate jurisdiction,  I  should  feel  bound  to  follow  it.  It  is  well, 
therefore,  to  consider  how  far  it  has  any  application  to  this  case.  It 
appears  to  me  that,  rightly  considered,  Forbes  v.  Peacock  is  a  deci- 
sion in  favour  of  the  purchaser.  In  that  case  there  was  a  general 
power  to  sell  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  but  the  con- 
veyancer had  forgotten  to  put  in  what  was  necessary  at  that  time 
(though  not  now)  as  regards  legacies,  a  power  to  give  receipts ;  and 
therefore  if  the  property  had  been  sold  for  payment  of  legacies  the 
purchaser  would  have  been  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
purchase-money.  The  only  question  Lord  Lyndhwrd  was  called 
on  to  decide  was  this,  had  the  vendors — ^in  addition  to  the  power  of 
sale,  which  was  conceded — the  power  to  give  receipts  ?  Now,  in  that 
case,  the  testator  had  been  dead  a  long  time,  and  the  purchaser 
heard  the  debts  had  been  paid,  and  he  asked  the  vendor,  and  the 
vendor  refused  to  give  an  answer.  Upon  that  Lord  Lyndhurst  says 
this  (2)  :  **  The  estate  being  charged  in  the  first  instance  with  the 
payment  of  debts  the  Defendant  was  not  bound  according  to  the 
general  rule  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purohase-money.  If, 
indeed,  he  had  notice  that  the  vendor  intended  to  commit  a  breach 
of  trust  and  was  selling  the  estate  for  that  purpose,  he  would  by 
purchasing  under  such  circumstances  be  concurring  in  the  breach 
of  trust  and  thereby  become  responsible."  In  the  present  case,  in- 
asmuch as  the  power  to  sell  the  real  estate  is  olily  in  case  of  defi- 
ciency of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  purchaser  has  notice  that  the 

(1)  1  Ph.  717.  (2)  1  Ph.  721. 


V. 

Tbtibcott. 


VOL.  XX]  EQUITY  CASES.  351 

personal  estate  is  ample  and  that  the  debts  have  been  paid,  he  has  M.  B. 
notice  that  what  is  intended  to  be  done  is  a  breach  of  trust,  and  1875 
therefore  he  comes  under  that  general  statement  of  the  law  made  by  oauIton 
Lord  Lyndhwint.  Then  his  Lordship  goes  on :  ''  But  assuming  that 
the  facts  relied  upon  in  this  case  amount  to  notice  that  the  debts 
had  been  paid,  yet  as  the  executor  had  authority  to  sell,  not  only 
for  the  payment  of  debts  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  distribution 
among  the  residuary  legatees,  this  would  not  afford  any  inference 
that  the  executor  was  committing  a  breach  of  trust  in  selling  the 
estate,  or  that  he  was  not  performing  what  his  duty  required.  The 
case  then  comes  to  this,  if  authority  is  given  to  sell  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies,  and  the  purchaser  knows  that  the 
debts  are  paid,  is  he  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  pur- 
chase-money? I  apprehend  not."  My  understanding  of  that 
passage  has  always  been  and  still  is  this,  that  Lord  Lyndhuret  was 
simply  considering  whether  there  was  an  implied  power  to  give 
receipts ;  and  that  he  held  that  where  there  was  a  power  to  sell  for 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  then,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  property 
was  sold  for  payment  of  debts,  there  was,  under  the  general  rule, 
an  undoubted  power  to  give  receipts,  the  combining  of  legacies  with 
debts  implied  also  a  power  to  give  receipts  even  if  the  debts  were 
paid.  Then  there  comes  a  note  by  the  reporter,  in  which  he  puts 
the  case  of  there  being  no  debts  at  the  testator's  death,  and  it  is 
laid  down  that  that  will  make  no  difference,  because  as  that  form 
of  trust  implied  a  power  to  give  receipts  in  the  only  case  in  which 
such  a  power  was  wanted,  that  power  would  still  remain  whether  the 
testator  paid  his  debts  or  not.  Therefore,  the  decision  amounted 
to  no  more  than  this,  that  wherever  there  was  a  power  to  sell  for 
the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  there  was  an  implied  power  to 
give  receipts.  At  the  present  time,  that  implied  power  is  no 
longer  wanted.  Beyond  that,  as  it  appears  to  me,  Forbes  y.  Pea* 
cock  has  no  application  to  the  case  before  me. 

Therefore,  most  reluctantly,  I  am  compelled  to  say  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  order  in  question  was  not  warranted  by  the  then  state 
of  the  family,  as  the  lady  was  alive,  and  that  the  purchaser  is 
entitled  to  say  that  he  will  not  accept  the  title.  As  I  said  before, 
if  I  had  been  advising  on  the  title,  I  think  I  should  have  myself 
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M.  B.  accepted  it  and  left  any  person  who  might  choose  to  do  so  there* 

1875  after  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  to  get  rid  of  the  order ;  bat  a9 

Gabltov  ^^6  purchaser  has  insisted  on  the  objection,  I  must  allow  it. 


V, 

Tbuboott. 


Mr.  Ettis  said  that  the  purchaser  only  wanted  to  get  a  good 
title,  and  was  willing  that  proceedings  should  be  taken  at  his 
expense  to  obtain  a  sale  under  the  Leasee  and  Sales  of  Settled 
Estates  Aet. 

Mr.  SotUhffote  referred  to  In  re  Mor^a/n's  Settled  Estates  (1). 

The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  directed  the  summons  to  stand  over 
in  order  that  a  petition  might  be  presented  under  the  Leases  and 
Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Act. 


July  3.  The  summons  came  on  again  this  day  along  with  a 
petition  presented  under  the  Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled  Estates 
Act, 

The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  now  made  an  order  confirming  the 
contract  of  sale. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Armstrong  ;  Messrs.  Oregory,  Bowdiffes,  &  Ba/uHe. 

(1)  Law  Kep.  9  Eq.  587, 
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DUKE  OF  BEDFORD  v.  DAWSON.  M.  R. 

[1875    B.    18.]  ^^* 

Lands  Clauses  Act,  1846,  s.  68 — Ancient  Lights — Railway  Clearing  House 
Extension  Act  (37  Vict.  e.  xvi.) — Compulsory  Powers — Injunction, 

By  the  Railway  Clearing  House  Extension  Act  (37  Vict*  c.  xyi.),  which 
incorporated  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845,  the  Railway  Clearing  Committee 
were  empowered  to  take  certain  lands,  and  to  erect  thereon  any  building?  and 
works  for  the  purpose  of  the  clearing  system.  The  Plaintiffs,  the  owners  of 
a  neighbouring  house,  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a  building  on 
land  acquired  under  the  Act,  on  the  ground  that  it  interfered  with  their 
ancient  lights : — 

Htld^  that  the  Clearing  Committee  could  not  be  restrained  by  injunction, 
and  that  the  Plaintiffs*  remedy  was  under  sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad, 
1845. 

I^HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  in  a  suit  in  which  the 
PlaintiflGs,  the  Duke  of  Bedford  and  his  trustees,  sought  to  restrain 
the  Bailway  Clearing  Committee  from  interfering  with  the  access 
of  light  and  air  to  a  certain  house  and  workshops  in  Bedford 
Shed. 

By  the  BaUtoay  Clearing  Eouse  Exte^mn  Act  (37  Vict.  c.  xyi.) 
it  was  reeited  that  the  Clearing  Committee,  mentioned  in  the 
Bailway  Clecaing  Actj  1850,  required  additional  building  accom- 
modation in  proximity  to  the  present  clearing  house,  and  that  it 
was  expedient  that  they  should  be  empowered  to  purchase  and 
take,  oompulsorily  or  otherwise,  the  land  or  buildings  shewn  on 
the  plan  referred  to  in  the  Act,  and  to  erect  on  such  land  addi- 
tional buildings  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  Act  of  1850 ;  and  by 
sect  2  it  was  provided  that  the  Lands  Claueea  Acts,  1845, 1860,  and 
1869,  and  certain  portions  of  the  Commissioners  Clauses  Act,  1847, 
were  incorporated  with  and  formed  part  of  that  Act ;  and  it  was 
1>y  the  3rd  section  enacted  as  follows : — *^  Subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  the  Committee  may  acquire  compulsorily  or  by  agree- 
ment»  and  enter  upon,  take,  and  hold  from  time  to  time  all  or 
any  part  of  the  land  or  the  buildings  therein  referred  to,  and  may 
from  time  to  time  pull  down  all  or  any  of  such  buildings,  and  may 
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M.  B.      fix)xn  time  to  time  erect  and  maintain  on  all  or  any  part  of  the 

1875       land  so  acquired  any  building  or  bnildings,  and  works  incident 

jy^jjo:  OF     thereto^  for  the  purpose  of-  the  clearing  system,"  with  a  provision 

^JSDTGBD     ^|.  g^^j^  buildings  should  not  extend  beyond  the  present  line  of 

Dawson,     frontage  of  the  houses  to  be  pulled  down,  and  should  not  stop  up 

or  interfere  with  Bedford  Street. 

The  Clearing  Committee  took  possession  of  the  land  under  the 
compulsory  powers  contained  in  their  Act,  and  had  commenced 
building  thereon. 

The  house  and  workshops  in  Bedford  Sired  belonging  to  the 
Plaintiffs  were  opposite  to  the  buildings  then  in  course  of  erection 
by  the  Clearing  Committee,  and  the  Plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  en- 
titled to  ancient  lights,  which  it  was  alleged  would  be  seriously 
interfered  with  by  the  new  buildings.  The  bill  was  accordingly 
filed  against  the  secretary  of  the  Clearing  Committee,  praying  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant,  his  architects,  builders, 
workmen,  and  agents,  from  erecting  or  continuing  to  erect  ^ti^e 
said  buildings  so  as  to  diminish,  interrupt,  or  obstruct  the  ac^ibss 
of  light  and  air  to  the  Plaintiffs'  premises. 

The  Plaintiffs  now  moved  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer  of  the  bill,  and  adduced  evidence  to  shew  the  injury  that 
the  new  buildings  would  do  to  their  property,  by  interfering  with, 
the  access  of  light  and  air. 

Mr.  Chiity,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wdrmington,  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shews  that  the  Defendant's  new  build* 
ings  will  most  materially  interfere  with  the  access  of  light  and  air 
to  the  Plaintiff'  house  and  workshops.  That,  indeed,  is  not  dis- 
puted, and  the  only  question  is  whether  the  Clearing  Committee 
are  authorized  by  their  statutory  powers  to  erect  the  buildings  in 
question  so  as  to  deprive  the  Plaintiffs  of  their  remedy  by  in- 
junction. 

We  submit  that  the  new  buildings  are  in  excess  of  the  power 
given  to  the  Committee  by  their  Act. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  proper  remedy  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  under 
sect  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845,  but  that  section  has  been 
held  only  to  apply  to  cases  where  injury  was  occasioned  by  works 
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necessarily  done  under  the  authority  of  the  Act :  Imperial  Gas       M.  B. 
Liffhi  and  Coke  Company  y.  Broadhent  (1).  1875 

The  case  of  Clark  y.  School  Board  for  London  (2)  may  be     duke  of 
relied  on  by  the  Defendants,  where  a  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the     ^™^*° 
building  of  schools  by  the  London  School  Board  on  land  com-     i>awbon. 
pulsorily  taken  under  the  Elementary/  Education  Act,  1870^  on  the 
ground  that  they  would  interfere  with  the  Plaintiff's  ancient  h'ghts. 
It  was  there  held  that  the  only  remedy  was  by  obtaining  com- 
pensation under  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad,    But  that  case  is  distin- 
guishable from  the  present^  as  by  the  Act  the  School  Board  were 
empowered  to  purchase  '^  any  right  over  land.**    In  the  Act  affect- 
ing the  present  case  these  words  do  not  occur.    The  case  of  Macey 
Y.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  (3)  was  somewhat  similar. 

In  the  Freehold  General  Land  Investment  Company  y.  Metro- 
politan District  Batlway  Company  (4),  it  was  held  by  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  Kinderdey  that  when  the  Legislature  had  authorized  works 
to  be  constructed  by  a  company,  they  were  bound  not  only  to  make 
compensation,  but  to  take  that  course  in  the  construction  of  their 
works  which  would  do  the  least  possible  injury  to  the  neighbouring 
property. 

Even  if  the  Plaintiffs  could  claim  compensation  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  still  they  are  entitled  to  the  injunction  prayed  for  by 
the  bill 

Mr.  Southffoie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Morris,  for  the  Defendants,  were  not 
called  on. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  see  no  difficulty  whatever  in  this  case.  The  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment was  passed  for  enabling  the  Bail  way  Clearing  House  Com- 
mittee to  purchase  lands  by  compulsion,  and  to  hold  them  **  for 
the  purposes  of  the  clearing  system."  The  recital  is,  that  it 
was  expedient  that  the  Clearing  House  Committee  should  be 
empowered  to  purchase,  and  take  compulsorily  or  otherwise,  the 

(1)  7  H.  L.  C.  600,  605.  (3)  33  L.  J.  (Ch.)  377. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Oh.  120.  (4)  14  L.  T.  (N.S.)  96. 
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itf.B.       lands  and  buildings  shewn  in  the  plan  referred  to  in  the  Act, 
1875        "  and  to  erect  on  such  land  additional  buildings."  .  What  does 
DuKBOF     this  mean?    If  a  person  is  enabled  to  take  lands  he  does  not 
Bedford     ^^^^  parliamentary  authority  to  erect  buildings,  because  any  man 
Dawbow.     ^ho  is  the  owner  of  land  may  erect  buildings  provided  he  does 
not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  others.    Then  the  2nd   section 
incorporates  the  Lands   Clauses  Act,  which,   by  sect.  68,  gives 
to  any  person  whose  property  is  injuriously  affected  a  right 
to  compensation.    The  3rd  section  says:   ''Subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  'Act  the  Committee  may  acquire  compulsorily,  or  by 
agreement,  all  or  any  part  of  the  land  and  buildings  referred  to, 
and  may  from  time  to  time  pull  down  all  or  any  of  such  build- 
ings"— ^they  do  not  want  authority  to  pull  down  except  for  the 
purpose  of  interfering  with  other  people  who  may  have  ease- 
ments or  rights  of  way  and  water  over'  the  lands  which  would 
prevent  their  pulling  down  otherwise — **  and  may  from  time  to 
time  erect  and  maintain  on  all  or  any  part  of  ^the  land  so  acquired 
any  buildings  and  works  incident  thereto  for  the  purposes  of  the 
clearing  system." 

Nothing  can  be  plainer ;  it  is  a  power  to  erect  any  building  that 
they  think  reasonably  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  same 
being  used  for  the  present  Railway  Clearing  House,  so  that  any 
building  that  in  their  reasonable  judgment  is  required  for  effecting 
the  purposes  of  this  Act,  namely,  erecting  the  clearing  house  (one 
of  the  objects  in  connection  with  the  railways),  is  authorized  to  be 
erected  by  them.  Now  I  am  asked,  with  a  semblance  of  argu- 
ment, to  strike  those  words  out  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  to 
say  that  the  power  **  to  erect  buildings  "  was  put  in  for  no  purpose 
whatsoever,  the  only  purpose  which  suggests  itself  to  my  mind 
being  that  it  was  to  enable  them  to  erect  buildings  which  without 
parliamentary  power  they  could  not  erect,  namely,  buildings  which 
might  interfere  with  the  rights  of  other  people. 

That  being,  as  I  said  before,  quite  plain,  the  Plaintiffs  in  effect 
say,  *  The  building  you  are  erecting  is  a  very  proper  building  for 
your  clearing  house  system.'  They  do  not  say  '  You  are  erecting  a 
building  for  the  purpose  of  an  hotel  or  for  some  other  purpose  not 
authorized  by  your  Act,'  that  would  be  illegal,  the  limit  of  the 
Act  being  that  the  building  must  be  such  as  would  be  reasonably 
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required  for  the  purposes  of  the  cleariDg  system.    As  far  as  the       M.  E. 
Plaintiffs'  case  is  concerned,  the  Committee  could  not  have  exercised       1875 
a  sounder  judgment  as  to  the  form  of  building  or  the  nature  of  it     duksop 
for  the  purposes  of  the  clearing  house  system,  but  they  say  that     Bbotord 
erecting  it  under  their  powers  to  erect  any  building  they  please     Dawson. 
that  is  reasonably  required  for  that  purpose,  they  are  obstructing 
the  Plaintiffs'  lights,  that  is  to  say,  they  are  injuriously  affecting 
the  Plaintiffs'  houses.    The  answer  is,  that  is  the  very  thing  the 
Act  of  Parliament  intended  by  giving  the  Defendants  the  power 
to  build,  which  would  not  have  been  wanted  at  all  except  for  that 
reason,  and  if  the  Plaintiffs  are  injured  they  must  go  in  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Cansclidation  Acty  which  is  in- 
corporated with  the  Special  Act,  in  order  to  obtain  compensation. 
As  usual,  though  the  matter  is  so  very  clear  to  my  mind  on  the 
facts  and  on  the  Act  of  Parliament,  it  has  been  embarrassed  by  a 
reference  to  a  number  of  authorities,  and  I  am  compelled  to  con- 
strue an  authority  which  is  binding  on  me,  being  a  decision  of 
the  Appeal  Court,  Clarh  v.  School  Board  for  London  (1),  to  see 
whether  it  does  or  not  compel  me,  as  is  sometimes  the  case,  to 
decide  a  case  against  my  own  clear  opinion.    Upon  looking  at  the 
authority,  I  do  not  think  it  does,  and  I  think  that,  properly  con- 
strued,  if  a  case  like  this  requires  support  or  confirmation,  it 
affords  both.     The  argument,  as  I  understand  it,  was,  that  as  the 
School  Board  for  London  had  power  to  purchase  not  merely  lands, 
but  also  a  right  over  lands,  they  ought  not  to  have  proceeded 
to  build  the  school-house  on  the  adjoining  land  so  as  to  obstruct 
the  rights  of  the  adjoining  proprietor,  but  should  have  proceeded 
to  purchase  his  interest  in  order  to  get  his  right.    Nothing  could 
be  clearer  than  the  way  in  which^it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Letoin  in 
reply  (2)  "  Under  sect.  20  of  the  Act  the  School  Board  have 
clearly  power  to  buy  compulsorily  *any  right  over  land.'    We 
say  that  they  ought  to  have  proceeded  under  those  powers,  and  to 
have  bought  up  our  right.    As  they  did  not  they  have  acted 
illegally,  and  must  take  the  consequences."    So  that  the  argu- 
ment there  proceeded  on  the  fact  that  the  interpretation  clause 
included  these  words  ''right  over  land;"  words  which  are  not 
to  be  found  in  this  Act.    The  whole  of  the  case  for  the  Plaintiff, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  120.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  122. 
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M.  B.  therefore,  in  Clarh  y.  School  Board  for  London  is  qnite  oat  of 

1876  the  way. 
Dt;ke  of        But  then  it  is  supposed  that  the  judgment  shews  that  if  those 

Bhdfobd  words  had  not  been  there  the  Court  would  have  come  to  a 

Vm 

Davbon.  different  conclusion.  Not  so.  Lord  Sdbome  uses  these  words  (1) : 
**  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Legislature,  in  authorizing  the  School 
Board,  for  important  public  purposes  " — ^put  for  "  School  Board," 
**  Bailway  Clearing  Committee,"  and  you  have  the  same  thing 
here — ''  to  exercise  these  large  powers  •  •  .  •  meant  to  give  them 
a  discretion  suitable  to  the  nature  and  importance  of  the  duties  to 
be  discharged  by  them  " — ^here  it  is  clear  it  is  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Bailway  Clearing  House — ^'^  Those  duties  require  that  the 
persons  entrusted  with  them  should  provide  what  in  their  honest 
judgment  would  be  proper  and  suitable  accommodation  for  the 
instruction  of  the  children  to  be  educated."  This  means  that 
when  the  words  '^  for  the  purpose  "  are  used,  that  does  not  imply 
what  the  Plaintiff  or  somebody  else  may  think  the  purpose,  or 
what  the  Court  may  think  is  for  the  purpose,  but  it  means  what 
the  public  body  entrusted  with  the  power  by  the  Legislature  may 
in  their  honest  and  reasonable  exercise  of  judgment  think  neces^ 
sary  for  the  purpose.  They  are  to  be  the  judgecf,  subject  to  this, 
that  if  they  are  manifestly  abusing  their  powers,  and  purporting 
to  use  the  land  for  a  purpose  for  which  manifestly  it  is  not  in- 
tended, the  Court  will  say  it  is  not  a  fair  and  honest  judgment, 
and  will  not  allow  it.  But  subject  to  that  limit  they  are  the 
persons  to  decide. 

The  conclusion  Lord  Belbome  comes  to  is  as  follows  (2) :  ^'  In 
my  opinion  the  sound  view  is,  that  the  application,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  subject-matter,  of  the  different  compensation 
clauses  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  is  not  meant  to  be  altered  by 
the  definition  in  the  special  Act,  that  in  the  word  'land'  is 
included  *  any  right  over  land,'  or  by  the  express  enactment  that 
the  compulsory  powers  are  to  extend  to  rights  over  land.  The 
general  Act  contains  a  scheme  of  provisions  working  out  the  right 
to  compensation,  and  that  scheme  of  provisions  varies  according  to 
•  the  subject-matter.  In  some  clauses  it  is  provided  that  when  land 
is  to  be  taken  notice  is  to  be  given,  and,  if  that  notice  is  given,  then 

(1)  Law  Bep.  9  Ch.  122.  (2)  Law  Bep.  9  Gb.  124. 
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there  is  a  right  to  enter  upon  the  land,  and  no  injunction  can  be       ^'  ^ 
granted.     But  if  there  is  an  attempt  to  enter  without  notice        ^^^ 


Dawson. 


and  without  taking  the  proper  steps,  then  an  injunction  may  be  Duxb  op 
^granted.  The  interference  with  ancient  lights  is  not  a  thing  «. 
which  is  capable  of  being  entered  upon.  The  word  ^  entering '  is 
inapplicable  to  it,  and  therefore  such  a  section  as  the  85th  is  in- 
applicable to  this  case."  In  other  words,  he  looks  on  the  85ih 
section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  as  being  co-exten- 
dve  with  the  right  to  purchase,  and  consequently  when  he  finds 
that  you  are  not  bound  before  taking  the  thing  to  deposit  the 
purchase-money,  he  naturally  concludes  that  it  is  a  case  within 
the  68th  clause,  where  you  must  wait  until  the  injury  is  done  and 
then  get  your  compensation*  That  is  the  way  he  interpreted  this 
clause. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that,  rightly  and  carefully  con- 
sidered, the  case  of  Clark  y.  School  Board  for  London  (1)  might 
have  been  very  well  cited  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  and  not»  as 
it  was,  on  behalf  of  the  Plainti£b.  In  my  opinion,  as  I  said 
•before,  it  is  entirely  consistent  with  or  confirmative  of  the  decision 
I  now  come  to,  if  I  may  use  the  term  ''  confirmative ''  with  regard 
to  antecedent  decisions  as  applied  to  an  original  decision  of  my 
own.    The  motion  is  refused  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff :  Mr.  Mirams,  agent  for  Messrs.  King 
4t  Du  Cane. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Tmsden,  Parker,  db  Co. 


(1)  Law  Bep.  9  Oh.  120. 


u 
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y.-C  M.  In  re  ^VELSH  FLANNEL  AND  TWEED  COMPANY. 

i^  Winding-up — Appointment  of  LiquidcUors — Notice  of  Meeting — Interest  on 

jprQ  19.  unpaid  CaUs, 

After  a  winding-up  resolntion  has  been  passed  liquidators  may  be  appointed, 
at  a  meeting  without  special  notice  of  the  intention  to  propose  their  appoint- 
ment. 

Provisions  in  articles  as  to  interest  on  calls  do  not  apply  to  calls  made  by^ 
liquidators. 

XHIS  was  an  adjourned  sammons  taken  oat  by  the  liquidators  of 
the  WeUh  Flannel  and  Tweed  Company^  Limited^  that  the  con- 
tributories  might  be  ordered,  bj  a  day  to  be  named,  to  pay  into 
the  Bank  of  England  to  the  account  of  the  liquidators  the  several 
sums  set  against  their  names,  being  the  amount  due  from  them 
.  in  respect  of  calls  made  upon  them,  and  interest  upon  such  calls ; 
with  sTich  costs  as  might  be  directed. 

The  company  was  formed  in  1863  for  the  purchase  and  working 
of  a  business  formerly  carried  on  by  Mr«,/.  Baywood  Williams 
at  Wehhpoclf  for  the  manufacture  of  Welsh  flannels  and  Tweed. 
An  agreement  was  entered  into  by  Mr.  /.  H,  WHliama  for  the  sale 
by  him  to  the  company  of  the  freehold  flannel  manufactory,  mill, 
outbuildings,  and  about  two  acres  of  land  at  Welshpod^  together 
with  the  machinery  and  plants  for  the  sum  of  £5000,  one  half  to 
be  paid  in  cash,  and  the  other  half  in  250  fully  paid-up  shares  of 
the  company;  and  the  company  was  to  take  the  stock  at  a 
valuation. 

The  capital  of  the  company  was  to  be  £20,000,  divided  into 
2000  shares  of  £10  each. 

The  company  took  possession  of  the  manufactory  and  com- 
menced to  work  it  when  nothing  more  than  the  deposit  of  £1  per 
share  on  about  700  shares  had  been  paid.  A  call  of  £2  per  share 
was  made  by  the  board  on  the  12th  of  October,  1864;  but  no 
response  was  made  to  this  call  up  to  the  9th  of  March,  1867. 

An  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  shareholders  was  held  on  the 
9th  of  March,  1867,  in  pursuance  of  a  notice  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  directors  to  propose  a  resolution  for  the  voluntary 
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winding-up  of  the  company ;  and  at  that  meeting  a  resolution  was     V.-O.  M. 
passed  that  the  company  be  forthwith  wound  up  voluntarily  in        1875 
such  manner  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  board       Xn  re 
of  directors  should  think  fit.  ^  ^^=^ 

At  a  second  extraordinary  meeting  the  same  resolution  was   TwskdCo. 
confirmed. 

At  another  meeting  of  shareholders,  held  on  the  3rd  of  April, 
1867,  the  notice  for  holding  which  made  no  mention  of  the  in- 
tended appointment  of  liquidators,  Messrs.  E.  B.  Morris,  Thomas 
Butter,  and  John  Morris  were  appointed  liquidators.  The  liqui- 
dators proceeded  with  the  business  by  getting  in  the  call  of  £2 
per  share  made  in  1864 ;  and  they  also  made  another  call  of  £3 
per  share  on  the  9th  of  May,  1867. 

After  some  difficulty,  and  after  the  commencement  of  legal 
proceedings  against  many  of  the  shareholders,  the  call  of  £2  per 
share  was  paid ;  but  the  call  made  by  the  liquidators  of  £3  per 
share  had  not  yet  been  paid  by  any  of  the  shareholders. 

The  liquidators  had  paid  most  of  the  small  debts  due  from  the 
company,  and  they  had  now  £800  in  hand,  and  had  been  pressed 
by  Mr.  /.  H.  Williams,  ^o  had  received  only  £500  on  account 
of  the  purchase  of  the  factory  and  stock,  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  £3  call,  and  to  pay  him  a  further  portion  of  the  amount  due 
to  him,  but  the  liquidators  hesitated  to  take  legal  proceedings  for 
its  recoyery,  on  account  of  doubts  haying  been  raised  as  to  the 
validity  of  their  appointment  as  liquidators  of  the  company. 

Mr.  QloAse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oraham  Hastings,  in  support  of  the 
summons : — 

The  shareholders  are  now  called  upon  to  pay  up  the  amount 
due  from  them  for  a  call  made  by  the  liquidators  in  1867.  The 
reason  of  the  delay  in  enforcing  payment  was  a  doubt  whether  the 
appointment  of  the  liquidators  under  the  voluntary  winding-up 
was  strictly  legal  in  point  of  form,  in  consequence  of  many  of  the 
peisons  who  voted  at  the  meeting  not  having  paid  up  the  calls 
then  due  from  them ;  but  this  doubt  has  been  removed  by  the 
supervision  order,  and  there  can  now  be  no  valid  defence  by  which 
the  shareholders  can  avoid  payment  of  the  amount  due  from  them. 
The  only  question  that  can  be  suggested  is  as  to  the  amount  of 
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Y.-O.  M.  interest  to  be  charged  upon  the  unpaid  calk.    This  is  settled  by 

1875  the  articles  of  association  of  the  company.    Under  the  95th  section 

j^  ^^  it  is  provided  that  all  calls  shall  be  made  at  the  discretion  of  the 

Wklbh  directors,  but  no  call  should  exceed  £2  per  share ;  and  the  97th  seo- 

Flahnbl  and    .       ,.  ,  r  y  ^ 

Tweed  Co.  tion  directs  that  after  fourteen  days'  non-payment  of  any  call,  notice 
of  the  call  shall  be  repeated,  and  after  fourteen  days'  further  non- 
payment thereof  the  company  may  sue  the  defaulting  shareholders 
for  the  amount  unpaid,  which  shall  carry  £10  per  cent  per  annum 
interest  from  the  day  appointed  for  payment  thereof.  The  neces- 
sary notices  provided  by  this  section  were  given,  and  the  liqui- 
dators had  power  to  call  up  £3  per  share,  although  ihe  directors 
could  not  have  done  so. 

It  was  decided  in  Ex  parte  LintcU  (1)  that  the  terms  of  the 
articles  of  association  entered  into  by  the  shareholders  upon 
the  formation  of  the  company  were  binding  upon  them  in  the 
winding-up,  and  that  although' the  articles  contemplated  calls 
being  made  by  the  directors,  still,  as  the  caUs  could  no  longer  be 
made  by  the  directors^  the  same  provisions  applied  to  calls  made 
by  the  liquidators.  That  decision  was  in  effect  confirmed  in 
Barrow's  Case  (2)  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  where  it  was  held  that 
the  statute  3  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  42,  was  applicable,  and  that  interest 
at  £6  per  cent.,  which  was  the  amount  claimed  in  that  case,  was 
payable  from  the  day  named  in  the  notice  of  calL  These  cases 
are  cited  in  Buckley  on  the  Companies  Acts  (3). 

If,  therefore,  the  call  was  duly  made  upon  the  shareholders,  then 
it  follows  they  were  bound  to  pay  interest  on  the  unpaid  calls  at 
the  rate  of  £10  per  cent,  so  long  as  it  was  unpaid.  This  fully  meets 
the  justice  of  the  case,  for  it  was  owing  to  the  shareholders  not 
having  paid  their  calls  that  th^  expense  and  delay  of  these  pro- 
ceedings have  been  caused.  They  oughts  therefore,  to  be  made 
responsible  for  the  expenses  they  have  caused. 

Mr.  /.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  MiUar,  for  the  contributories : — 

First,  we  say  that  the  appointment  of  the  liquidators  under  the 
voluntary  winding-up  was  altogether  invalid,  and  consequently 
they  had  no  power  to  make  any  call ;  and,  secondly,  we  say  that 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  184.  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  784. 

(3)  1st  Ed.  p.  124. 
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there  can  be  no  interest  upon  unpaid  calls  at  the  rate  of  £10  per     y.-0.  M. 
cent    The  liquidators  can  only  demand  interest  at  £5  per  cent.        1875 
from  the  date  of  any  call  made  by  them  after  the  supervision       iniv 

^^^^*  Flaknel  akd 

The  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  appointment  of  the  liqui-  Twxhd  Ck>. 
dators  is  that  no  notice  was  given  to  the  shareholders  of  a  meeting 
at  which  liquidators  would  be  appointed.  The  first  general  meeting 
was  held  on  the  9th  of  March,  1867,  in  pursuance  of  a  notice  that 
at  such  meetiug  a  resolution  would  be  proposed  for  the  voluntary 
winding-up  of  the  company,  but  no  notice  was  given  that  liqui- 
dators would  be  appointed.  At  that  meeting  a  resolution  was 
passed  to  wind  up  the  company  voluntarily,  in  such  manner  and 
on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  board  should  think  fit  This 
was  not  a  resolution  to  wind  up  voluntarily  within  the  129tli 
section  of  the  Companies  Act  of  1862,  and  there  was  consequently 
no  power  to  appoint  liquidators.  It  was  in  fact  a  resolution  to 
dissolve  the  company  under  the  powers  given  by  the  articles  of 
association.  The  resolution  was  subsequently  confirmed  at  a 
second  meeting  of  the  shareholders,  but  the  liquidators  were  not 
appointed  till  a  third  meeting  was  held,  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1867, 
and  no  notice  that  such  appointment  was  intended  to  be  made  was 
ever  given  to  the  shareholders.  This  question  is  settled  by  the 
decision  of  yice-Chancellor  Kinderdey  in  Be  Stearic  Add  Com- 
pany (1),  where  it  was  held  that  the  advertisement  of  the  meeting 
to  wind  up  voluntarily  not  having  stated  that  an  official  liqui- 
dator was  to  be  appointed,  his  appointment  was  invalid. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Bridport  Old  Brewery  Company  (2)  it  was 
held  that  a  resolution  was  invalid  as  an  extraordinary  resolution 
under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  129,  because  the  notice  did 
not  shew  distinctly  that  such  resolution  would  be  proposed.  Lord 
Justice  Turner  there  said  it  was  of  great  importance  that  the  steps 
taken  in  a  matter  of  such  consequence  as  the  resolving  to  wind  up 
a  company  should  be  perfectly  regular,  and  that  if  the  proceedings 
were  not  regular,  the  liquidators  could  enforce  no  payment  of 
calls,  or  do  any  other  acts  legally  under  the  winding-up. 

[Mr.  Okuse  referred  to  the  case  of  Cakes  v.  Turqnand  (3),  and 

(1)  11  W.  R.  980.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  191. 

(3)  Law  Eep.  2  H.  L.  325. 
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V.-C.  M.  read  the  following  passage  from  Lord  Chelmsford^B  judgment  (1) : 

1876  **  The  necessary  consequence  of  a  voluntary  winding-up  being. the 

j^0  appointment  of  liquidators,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  they  may 

_  Wblsh  ]yQ  appointed  at  the  same  general  meeting  at  which  the  reaolu- 

Tweed  Go.  tion  for  voluntarily  winding  up  is  passed,  without  special  notice."] 

The  observation  of  Lord  Chelmsford  in  that  case  is  a  mere 
dictum.  It  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the  question  there,  and 
such  a  dictum  cannot  have  any  weight  against  the  distinct  authority 
of  the  two  cases  above  cited. 

In  Buckley  on  the  Companies  Acts,  although  these  cases  are  cited, 
the  principle  is  stated  in  these  words  (2) :  *'  Notices  must  comply 
strictly  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  in  respect  of  which  they 
are  issued,  and  if  at  any  meeting  it  is  proposed  to  pass  a  resolu- 
tion in  favour  of  proceeding  under  any  particular  provisions  of  the 
Act^  the  notice  must  clearly  give  the  shareholders  to  understand 
that  it  is  intended  so  to  proceed."  If  the  appointment  of  the 
liquidators  was  invalid,  no  subsequent  supervision  order  will  cure 
the  defect,  and  the  acts  done  by  the  liquidators  so  appointed  are 
void.  This  is  shewn  by  the  case  of  In  re  Bridport  Old  Brewery 
Company  (3). 

Then  as  regards  the  amount  of  interest  upon  the  calls,  we 
do  not  admit  that  the  calls  were  legally  made,  and  consequently 
no  interest  could  be  demanded,  but^  under  any  circumstances, 
£10  per  cent,  interest  could  not  be  charged.  The  sections  of 
the  articles  of  association  apply  only  to  calls  made  by  the  direc- 
tors, and  not  to  a  call  made  by  the  liquidators.  The  directors 
had  only  power  to  make  calls  of  £2  per  share,  whereas  this  is  a 
call  in  the  winding-up  of  £3,  which  is  a  totally  different  thing, 

and  has  no  reference  to  the  provisions  under  the  articles  of  asso- 

« 

ciation. 

Li  Ex  parte  Lintott  (4)  there  was  a  note  attached  to  the  notice 
of  call,  distinctly  stating  that  should  the  call  not  be  paid  interest 
would  be  charged  thereon  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent  per  annum. 
By  that  the  shareholders  were  warned  that  they  would  have  to 
pay  interest,  but  no  such  notice  was  given  when  these  calls  were 

(1)  Page  355.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  191. 

(2)  lat  Ed.  p.  111.  (4)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  184. 
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made.    Besides,  the  interest  there  demanded  was  no  more  than     Y.-G.  M. 
the  ordinary  rate  which  might  fairly  be  required  of  shareholders       1875 
who  failed  to  pay  at  the  same  period  that  other  shareholders  paid        j^  ^ 
their  calls.    In  this  case  none  of  the  calls  have  been  paid.    The  «  T[?if^  ^ 

^  irLAinnBL  AND 

shareholders  in  that  respect  stand  upon  the  same  footing,  and  as    Tweed  Go. 

no  proceedings  were  taken  to  compel  payment  for  so  many  years, 

they  might  fairly  have  supposed  that  the  liquidators  considered 

they  had  no  power  to  enforce  payment.    This  was,  no  doubt,  the 

real  cause  of  the  delay  on  the  part  of  the  liquidators,  and  it  would 

be  most  unjust,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  shareholders 

should  now  be  compelled  to  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of  £10  per 

<!ent. 

Mr.  B.  Sogers  appeared  for  the  creditors. 

Mr.  Oraham  Hastings,  in  reply,  was  only  called  upon  to  argue 
the  question  as  to  the  rate  of  interest  to  be  charged. 

Sir  K.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  by  no  means  free  from  difficulty.  The  question  is, 
What  are  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  respect  of  the  calls  made  on 
the  9th  of  May,  1867  ?  The  company  was  formed  for  working  a 
small  business  for  the  manufacture  of  Welsh  flannel  at  Wetsh- 
jpocl.  Finding  themselves  unsuccessful  in  their  undertaking,  they 
determined  upon  winding  up  the  concern.  All  parties  deserve 
severe  reproach  for  allowing  the  matter  to  go  on  for  so  long  a 
period  as  eight  years  without  completing  the  liquidation.  How- 
ever, it  was  by  the  concurrence  of  all  parties  that  the  winding- 
up  took  place.  The  resolution  to  wind  up  voluntarily  was  passed 
in  April,  1867,  and  the  voluntary  liquidators  made  the  call  now 
in  question  for  £3  per  share  on  the  9th  of  May  following.  It  is 
now  said  that  this  call  was  invalid  because  the  liquidators  were 
not  duly  appointed,  and  the  argument  has  been  that  although 
notice  was  given  of  the  meeting  to  be  held  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining whether  there  should  be  a  winding-up  of  the  company, 
no  notice  was  given  of  the  intention  to  propose  the  appoint- 
ment of  liquidators ;  therefore  it  has  been  urged  that  it  is  a  fatal 
defect  in  the  title  of  the  b'quidators,  and  everything  they  have 
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y.-O.  M.     done  has  been  invalid,  and  consequently  that  this  call  is  invalid. 
1S75        In  support  of  this  contention^  the  case  of  Be  Stearic  Acid  Com- 
^^       pany  (1)  has  been  cited.    Upon  looking  at  the  case  I  stated 
j,^^°      that  the  decision  did  not  commend  itself  to  my  judgment  so 
Tweed  Go.   much  as  most  of  the  decisions  of  Yice-Chancellor  Kinderdey, 
because,  it  being  impossible  that  a  company  should  be  wound  up 
witliout  the  appointment  of  liquidators,  I  think  the  notice  of  the 
meeting  to  pass  a  resolution  to  wind  up  would  necessarily  carry 
with  it  a  notice  that  Liquidators  would  be  appointed.    I  cannot, 
therefore,  concur  in  that  decision,  and  I  find  that  in  the  case  of 
Odkea  V.  Turquand  (2)  Lord  Chdmsford  used  this  expression: 
''The  necessary  consequence  of  a  voluntary  winding-up  being  th& 
appointment  of  liquidators,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  they  may 
be  appointed  at  the  same  general  meeting  at  which  the  resolution 
for  voluntarily  winding  up  is  passed,  without  special  notice."  That 
case  was  decided  in  August,  1867,  and  I  find  that  the  case  of  Be 
Stearic  Acid  Company  was  cited  before  the  House  of  Lords.   They 
consequently  had  their  attention  drawn  to  the  decision  of  Yice- 
Chancellor  Kinderdey,  and  if  they  had  acquiesced  in  it  Lord  Chelms- 
ford would  certainly  not  have  made  this  observation  (3) :  "  The 
133rd  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862  (under  which  the  notice 
was  given),  enacts  that  certain  consequences  shall  eilsue  upon  the 
voluntary  winding-up  of  a  company,  and  amongst  them  that  liqui- 
dators shall  be  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  the  afiairs 
of  the  company  and  distributing  the  property."    Now  as  this 
had  not  been  done  in  that  case,  it  was  not  necessary  for  Lord 
Chelmsford  to  say  positively ;  but  after  Be  Stearic  Acid  Company 
had  been  cited,  it  was  very  important  for  the  House  to  explain 
their  view  of  the  law,  and  when  Lord  Chelmsford  said  he  was  dis- 
posed to  think  that  liquidators  might  be  appointed  at  the  general 
meeting  to  wind  up  without  special  notice,  I  must  conclude  that 
if  he  had  been  called  upon  to  decide  the  question  then,  he  would 
have  decided  that  liquidators  might  be  so  appointed.    I  am  now 
called  upon  to  decide  a  similar  question,  and  I  think  that  what 
Lord  Chelmsford  was  disposed  to  think,  is  the  right  way  of  viewing 
it — that,  as  the  company  cannot  be  wound  up  voluntarily  without 

(1)  11  W.  R.  980.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  325,  855. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  365. 
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appointing  liquidators,  a  notice  that  liquidators  will  be  appointed,     y.^.  ji. 
without  which  the  company  cannot  be  wound  up,  is  involved  in        1375 
the  notice  of  a  resolution  for  winding  up.    That  objection,  there-       _^[^ 
fore,  I  consider  unsustainable:  and  I  think  if  Vice-Ohancellor _  Welsh 

Flannel  asd 

Kuiderdey  had  had  to  consider  the  question  at  a  later  period,  he    Tweed  Go. 
would  have  come  to  a  di£ferent  condusiou.    At  all  events,  I  con- 
sider  that  I  am  bound  by  the  case  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

Another  reason  for  disallowing  this  objection  is,  that  it  is  taken 
at  far  too  late  a  time.  I  find  here  a  body  of  gentlemen  present  at 
the  meeting,  including  those  who  were  appointed  liquidators — in 
fact  all  the  parties  were  present ;  and,  independently  of  the  objec- 
tion as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  appointment,  I  consider  that  the 
objection  is  taken  too  late,  and  I  cannot  agree  to  the  acts  of  the 
liquidators  being  rendered  invalid  and  set  aside  on  account  of 
the  manner  in  which  they  were  appointed.  I  must,  therefore, 
consider  the  call  to  have  been  valid. 

It  is  not,  however,  so  much  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the 
call  that  this  summons  has  been  opposed,  as  for  the  e£fects  of  it, 
by  which  a  large  arrear  of  interest  would  have  to  be  paid,  because 
it  is  admitted  that  a  call  of  £3  per  share  would  have  now  to  be 
made.  The  question  really  is  as  to  getting  rid  of  this  payment 
of  interest.  Now  what  was  the  effect  of  the  call  ?  It  has  been 
argued  that  the  consequence  must  follow  that  there  must  be  pay- 
ment of  interest,  not  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  but  at  the  rate  of 
£10  per  cent  Then  is  it  to  be  £5  per  cent  or  £10  per  cent  inte- 
rest? The  argument  is,  that  £10  per  cent,  should  be  charged, 
because  it  is  provided  by  the  95th  and  following  clauses  of  the 
articles  of  association,  first,  ^'  that  all  calls  in  respect  of  shares 
shall  be  made  at  the  discretion  of  the  directors,  and  a  call  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  made  at  the  time  when  the  resolution  authorizing  it 
is  passed  by  a  board ;  but  no  call  shall  exceed  £2  per  share ;"  and 
then  by  the  97th  clause, ''  That  after  fourteen  days'  non-payment 
of  any  call  in  respect  of  any  share,  notice  of  the  call  shall  be  re- 
peated, and  after  fourteen  days'  further  non-payment  thereof  the 
company  may  sue  the  defaulting  shareholders  for  the  amount 
unpaid,  which  shall  carry  £10  per  cent  per  annum  interest  from 
the  day  appointed  for  payment  thereof." 

Now  that  section  applies  to  a  call  made  by  the  directors,  which 
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y.-O.  M.  ii^ust  not  be  more  than  £2  at  a  time,  and  this  is  not  a  call  by  the 
jg.^5  directors,  but  by  the  voluntary  liquidators,  who  made  a  call  of  £3 
T^  per  share  at  once,  which  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  directors 
W1L8H  to  do. 
TwEED^Ck).  It  is  true  that  in  Ike  parte  Lintott  (1)  I  intimated  an  opinion  that 
none  of  the  articles  of  association  were  abrogated  by  the  winding- 
up  ;  but  I  think,  if  in  that  case  it  had  been  provided  that  £10  per 
cent,  interest  should  be  charged,  I  should  have  more  carefully 
considered  the  question.  I  think  that  justice  required  the  pay- 
ment of  £5  per  cent,  for  interest ;  but  there  are  various  reasons  in 
this  case  why  £10  per  cent,  ought  not  to  be  paid.  There  has  been 
very  gross  negligence  in  this  case;  there  is  only  one  creditor 
now  left,  namely,  the  bankers  to  whom  the  debt  of  the  vendor  of 
the  property  was  assigned,  and  no  notice  was  given  by  them  of 
their  charge  for  six  months.  All  parties  allowed  the  matter  to 
sleep  for  a  considerable  time,  and  on  every  principle  of  equity  it 
would  be  unjust  through  this  course  of  negligence  that  the  persons 
on  whom  the  call  was  made  should  have  to  pay  £10  per  cent 
interest  upon  their  calls.  I  think  the  articles  of  association  do  not 
apply  to  calls  made  by  the  liquidators ;  and  further,  that  they 
ought  to  have  given  notice  that  interest  at  £10  per  cent,  would 
be  required  from  those  who  did  not  pay  up  their  calls.  Still  I  am 
of  opinion  that  some  interest  ought  to  be  paid,  yet  I  do  not  think 
it  just  that  £10  per  cent,  should  be  charged. 

What  rate,  then,  ought  to  be  paid  upon  these  calls  ?  I  think 
that  the  case  comes  within  the  principle  of  Ex  parte  Lintott, 
which,  though  not  appealed  from,  was  in  fact  afiSrmed  in  Barrow*$ 
Case  (2).  There  I  decided  that  the  notice  that  interest  would  be 
charged  came  within  the  28th  section  of  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  42,  and 
interest  should  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent.  Under  the 
circumstance  of  there  being  no  intimation  given  to  the  shareholders 
what  interest  would  be  required,  I  think  the  only  rule  that  can 
be  applied  to  this  case  is,  that  the  usual  interest  of  £5  per  cent 
should  be  allowed,  and  that  will  be  from  the  1st  of  July,  1867, 
when  the  calls  were  to  be  paid. 

Then  as  to  costs,  I  think  that^  considering  the  negUgent  way  in 
which  the  affair  has  been  managed  by  all  parties  up  to  the  period 

(1)  Uw  Bep.  4  Eq.  184.  ^         <2)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  784. 
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when  it  was  placed  in  the  present  hands,  in  the  year  187 1,  justice  V.-G.  M, 

will  be  done  by  making  the  costs  of  all  parties  costs  in  the  1875 

winding-np.  ^ 

Under  this  decision  it  will,  of  course,  follow  that  if  there  are  yl^^^axd 

any  parties  who  have  paid  interest  at  the  rate  of  £10  per  cent.,  Tweed  Go. 
they  will  be  entitled  to  have  a  proportionate  part  returned  to 
them. 

Solicitors  in  support  of  the  summons  and  for  the  Liquidators : 
Messrs.  TiUeard,  Ooddeny  db  Holme. 
Solicitors  for  the  Contributories :  Messrs.  Jones,  BlaaHand,  &  Son. 


Ex  parte  GO VERNOKS  OP  ST.  BARTHOLOMEWS  v.-G.  H 

HOSPITAL.  1875 


Practiu — Land»  Clatues  Ad — Beinvestment — Cotta — Apportionment  between         in|iy28. 

tevercU  Parties, 

The  rule  that  the  costs  of  a  reinvestment  in  land  of  funds  paid  into  Gourt 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Acthj  different  bodies  as  the  compensation  money 
for  land  taken  are  to  be  .borne  equally  by  the  different  bodies  does  not  apply 
where  there  is  great  inequality  in  the  amounts  of  the  different  funds,  but 
the  costs  wiU  in  that  case  be  apportioned  rateably  between  the  different 
bodies. 

Ex  parte  Bishop  of  London  (1)  considered. 

xHIS  was  a  Petition  for  the  reinyestment  in  land  of  certain 
funds  in  Court  belonging  to  the  mayor,  commonalty^  and  citizens 
of  the  city  of  London,  as  the  governors  of  St.  Bartholomew's  ^os- 
pitalf  which  had  been  paid  in  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

In  the  year  1864  the  London,  Chaihamy  and  Dover  Bailway 
Company  took  certain  land  belonging  to  the  hospital  for  the  pur« 
poses  of  their  undertaking,  and  paid  into  Court,  as  the  purchase 
and  compensation  money,  a  sum  which  when  invested  was  repre- 
sented by  £11,834  19a.  Id.  consols. 

Under  the  Metropolitan  Meat  and  PouUry  Market  Act,  1860,  the 
Corporation  of  London  took  other  land  belonging  to  the  hospital, 

(1)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  14. 
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y.-c.  H.     and  paid  into  Courts  as  the  purchase  and  compensation  money, 
1875       a  sum  which  when  invested  was  represented  by  £1677  83.  4d. 

EzpaHe      Consols. 

GovmroRs  of     Under  another  Act  the  Corporation  took  other  lands  of  the  hos- 
LOKKw's     pital,  and  paid  into  Court,  as  the  purchase  and  compensation  money, 

a  sum  which  when  invested  was  represented  by  £3934  83.  6d. 

consols. 

Under  the  Metropolitan  BaUway  Act,  1854,  other  lands  of  the 
hospital  were  taken  by  the  Metropolitan  BaUway  Company,  and 
the  purchase  and  compensation  money  was  paid  into  Court  and 
reinvested*  A  portion,  however,  of  this  fund  was  afterwards  sold 
out  for  the  purpose  of  a  reinvestment  in  land,  and  there  now 
remained  on  this  account  the  sum  of  £1295  14a.  9(2.  consols. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Post  Office  EdenaUm  Act,  1865, 
other  land  belonging  to  the  hospital  was  taken,  and  the  purchase- 
money  paid  into  Court  and  invested.  A  portion  of  this  fund  was 
also  afterwards  laid  out  iu  a  reinvestment  in  land,  and  there  now 
remained  in  Court  on  this  account  £5914  17a.  9(2.  consols. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Midland  Bailtvay  EoBtension  to  Lon- 
don Act,  1863,  and  the  Midland  RaUnoay  New  Lines  Additional 
Powers  Act,  1865,  the  Midland  BaUway  Company  took  other  land 
belonging  to  the  hospital,  and  paid  the  purchase-money  into 
Court.  A  portiou  of  this  fund  was  afterwards  laid  out  ou  a  re- 
/  investment  in   land,  and  there  now  remained  on  this  account 

£17,952  7a.  Id.  consols. 

The  Corporation,  as  governors  of  the  hospital,  had  recently 
entered  into  a  conditional  contract  for  the  purchase  of  certain  land 
for  £25,000,  and  proposed  to  apply  in  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  the  whole  of  the  four  first-mentioned  funds,  and  so  much 
of  the  fifth  as  should  be  necessary  to  make  up  the  requisite  sum. 

The  Petition  was  accordingly  presented  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  Court  to  this  purchase,  and  it  was 
proposed  that  the  London,  Chatham,  amd  Dover  BaUway  Company, 
the  Corporation  of  London,  the  Metropolitan  BaUway  Company,  the 
Postmaster-General,  and  the  Midland  BaUway  Company,  should 
pay  the  costs  equally,  except  as  to  the  ad  valorem  stamp,  which 
should  be  paid  rateably  to  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money 
contributed  from  each  source. 
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Mr.  A.  T.  Watson,  for  the  Petitioners.  Y.-O.  M. 

1875 

Mr.  FarwU,  for  the  Metropolitan  Railway  Company : —  ^^^ 

The  rale  is  now  settled  that  where  there  is  great  inequality  in  OoYmoBBov 
the  amonnts  to  be  contributed  by  the  different  bodies  who  have     lomxw'b 
paid  the  money  into  Coart,  the  costs  will  be  divided  jrateably  to       .^^ 
the  respective  amounts  of  the  funds. 

This  was  decided  by  a  case  of  Ex  parte  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
Christ  Chiireh,  Oxford,  which  came  before  your  Honour  on  the  8th 
of  NoTember,  1872.  Your  Honour  then  followed  Ex  parte  Christ 
Chureh  (1)  in  preference  to  Ex  parte  Bishop  of  London  (2). 

Mr.  BeaJe,  for  the  Postmaster-General,  took  the  same  view. 

Mr.  8.  B.  L.  Bruce,  for  the  London,  Chaiham^  and  Dover  BaH- 
way  Company: — 

Ex  parte  Bishop  of  London  was  treated  by  the  Lords  Justices  as 
the  binding  authority  in  In  re  LeigKs  Estate  (8). 

Mr.  BriMskiU  Cooke,  for  the  Corporation  of  London. 

Sib  R.  Maliks,  V.C.  :— 

The  general  rule  as  to  costs  is  unquestionably  that  which  was 
laid  down  in  Exports  Bishop  of  London.  Bu4^  in  consideration 
of  the  hardship  and  injustice  which  would  arise  in  cases  of  great 
inequality  in  the  amounts  contributed  from  the  different  sources 
Yice-Chancellor  Stuart,  in  Ex  parte  Christ  Church,  directed  that 
the  costs  should  be  borne  in  proportion  to  the  amount  contributed. 
I  think  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  applied  wherever  there  is  any 
considerable  inequality,  as  is  the  case  here. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  WUde,  Berger,  Moore,  db  WUde;  Messrs. 
BurcheU  ;  Mr.  E.  B.  Keele  ;  Messrs.  Beale,  Marigold,  dt  Beale. 

(1)  9  W.  R.  474.  (2)  2  D.  F.  &  J.  14. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  887. 
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v.-O.  M.  Jft  re  WOOD'S  SETTLED  ESTATES. 

1875 

«^vw         Pradice  ^Leases  and  Sales  </  Settled  Edaies  Act — Payment  out  of  Court — 

JttfM  11.  Tenant  in  Tail^^Dtsentailing  Deed  unnecessary. 

Ko  diaentailing  deed  is  required  on  payment  out  of  Court  under  the  Leases 
and  Sales'//  Settled  Estates  Ad  of  a  fund  to  a  party  who  would  have  been 
in  the  position  of  a  tenant  in  tail  of  the  land  represented  by  the  fund. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  payment  out  of  Court  of  a  fund  repre- 
senting the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  real  estate  devised  by  the  will 
of  Samuel  Wood^  and  paid  into  Court  under  the  Leases  and  8ale& 
of  SetOed  Estates  Ad. 

Under  the  will  one  of  the  Petitioners  was  tenant  in  tail  of  one 
undivided  sixth  part  of  the  estate  represented  by  the  fund,  and  no 
step  had  been  taken  for  barring  the  estate  tail. 

Except  for  the  entail  as  to  this  share  the  Petitioners  were  abso^ 
lutely  entitled  to  their  portion  of  the  fund. 

Mr.  LanfffJDorthy,  for  the  Petitioners : — 

When  a  tenant  in  tail  is  entitled  to  money  paid  into  Court 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidaiian  Acty  no  disentailing  deed  is 
required  to  be  executed  on  taking  it  out.  The  question  has  not 
yet  been  raised  under  the  Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Aet^ 
but  there  can  be  no  real  difference  between  the  two  Acts. 

Mr.  W.  E  M.  Tomlinson,  and  Mr.  Alan  Stewart,  appeared  for 
parties  representing  the  remaining  shares. 

Sib  B.  Maliks,  V.C.  :— 

There  is  really  no  distinction  between  payments  out  of  Court 
made  under  the  two  Acts.  I  think,  therefore,  that  a  disentailing 
deed  is  not  required  in  this  case. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Hedges  dt  Brandreth. 
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GIBBS  V.  DAVID.  V-^  M. 

[1875    G.    85.]  1875 

Contract  topwrehau  a  Mine — Suit  to  retdnd  Contract^Appointmmt  qf         j/tmazl,  24. 

Beeeiver  and  Manager, 

In  a  suit  by  the  pmchaaer  of  a  ooal  mine  to  rescind  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  fraudulent  misrepreeentationa,  it  being  eaeential  that  the  mine 
should  be  kept  in  a  going  state,  the  Conrt,  upon  the  application  of  the  pur- 
chaser, who  was  in  possession  of  the  colliery,  appointed  a  receiyer  and 
manager  until  the  hearing. 

J.  HIS  suit  was  institated  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  dedara- 
iion  that  a  contract  dated  the  Ist  of  November,  1873,  for  the  por- 
•chase  of  a  colliery  by  the  Plaintiffs,  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and 
was  void  as  against  the  Flaintiffi,  and  that  the  said  contract  and 
<;ertain  promissory  notes  which  had  been  given  in  part  payment  of 
the  purchase-money  might  be  ordered  to  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled.  That  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  sums  received 
by  the  Defendants,  and  that  they  might  be  ordered  to  repay  what 
should  be  found  dua  That  the  assignment,  a  memorandum  of 
deposit  which  had  been  given  to  secure  part  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  all  other  instruments  and  documents  consequential 
on  the  contract  for  purchase,  might  be  dealt  with  so  as  to  restore 
the  parties  as  nearly  as  possible  to  their  original  position.  That 
an  injunction  might  be  granted  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from 
parting  with  or  negotiating  any  of  the  promissory  notes  given  by 
the  Plaintiffs,  which  were  in  their  hands,  and  that  a  receiver  and 
manager  might  be  appointed  to  carry  on  the  colliery  for  the  benefit 
oi  such  persons  as  might  be  decided  to  be  the  owners  therectf,  in 
«uch  manner  as  the  Court  should  direct. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  entered  into  negotiations 
with  the  Defendant  T.  8.  Wdb,  who  proposed  to  them  to  join  him 
{ WM)  in  the  purchase  of  a  coal  mine  called  the  Hendredenny 
Colliery^  which  had  been  leased  to  the  Defendants  David  and 
Sloper,  the  Plainti£b  finding  the  purchase-money  in  the  first 
instance.  For  this  colliery  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  pay  £30,000 ; 
JS6000  in  cash  and  the  rest  in  instalments  eztfnding  over  four 
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T.-0.  H     years,  to  be  secured  by  the  promissory  notes  or  bills  of  the  pur- 

1875       chasers.     The  agreement  for  the  purchase  was  executed,  and 

^^^      several  of  the  instalments  were  paid  when  the  Plaintiffs  discovered 

*•         that  Wdh  had  been  acting  as  the  agent  of  David  and  Slpper  for 

—       the  sale  of  the  mine,  and  that  the  Defendant  Ttwrnas  Davies  was 

associated  with  them ;  that  they  were  all  to  receiye  certain  por-^ 

tions  of  the  profits  arising  from  the  transaction ;  that  Webb  had 

received  from  David  and  Sloper  a  large  sum  as  commission  for 

effecting  the  sale,  and  that  the  mine,  which  was  represented  to  be^ 

of  great  value,  was,  in  fact,  worth  much  less  than  the  price  paid, 

and  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  had  not  begun  to  pay  working 

expense& 

The  bill  also  alleged  that  it  was  essential  that  the  mine  should, 
to  some  extent  be  worked,  in  order  to  avoid  flooding  and  other 
injury,  and  also  to  prevent  forfeiture  to  the  landlord,  and  that  it 
would  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested  that  a  leoeiver 
and  manager  should  be  appointed  in  the  suit,  so  that  the  property 
might  be  preserved  until  the  hearing,  without  prejudice  to  the 
question  whether  the  Plaintiflb  were  entitled  to  rescind  the  pur* 
chase,  or  whether  the  colliery  was  to  belong  to  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  Plaintiffs  had  entered  into  possession  of  the  mine. 
An  interim  injunction  had  been  granted  to  restrain  the  negotia-^ 
tion  of  the  bills  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  Mr.  SigginSy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eemmingi  ^ot  the 
Plaintiffs,  now  moved  that  a  receiver  and  manager  should  be 
appointed  to  carry  on  the  colliery  until  the  hearing : — 

The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  set  aside  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  a  colliery.  If  the  suit  is  successful,  the  Defendants  will  become 
the  owners  of  the  property,  but  if  the  bill  fails,  then  the  property 
will  belong  to  the  Plaintiffis.  It  is  shewn  that  if  the  mine  is  not 
worked  it  will  be  seriously  damaged  by  flooding,  and  it  will  be  in 
the  power  of  the  landlord  to  forfeit  the  lease  for  non-fulfilment  of 
the  covenants.  The  Plaintiffs  are  in  possession,  and  the  mine  has 
hitherto  been  kept  up  as  a  going  concern,  but  the  expenses  of 
working  it  are  greater  than  the  profits  arising  therefrom,  and  the 
Plaintiffs  feel  that  they  may  be  called  upon  to  prove  every  item 
of  expenditure,  and  that  they  have  conducted  the  works  in  the 
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most  economical  manner.    This  would  lead  to  nnnecedsary  litigar     y.o.  m. 
tion,  and  throw  npon  the  PlaintifiEs  an  obligation  which  it  is  nnjast       1375 
that  they  should  bear.     Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  most       ^^ 
desirable  for  all  parties  that  a  receiver  and  manager  should  be      ^- 
appointed  with  the  sanction  of  the  Oourt,  in  order  that  justice        — 
should  be  done  to  both  parties.    The  right  to  a  receiver  rests  upon 
the  general  principle  of  the  Court  that  it  will  preserve  any 
property  the  subject  of  dispute,  pending  litigation,  and  the  applica- 
tion is  supported  by  the  authority  of  Boehm  v.  Wood  (1),  where  a 
receiver  was  applied  for  on  the  motion  of  the*  vendor  of  an  estate 
pending  a  reference  as  to  title.    In  that  case  the  property  con- 
sisted of  buildings  and  offices,  and  it  was  necessary  to  effect  insur- 
ances and  expend  money  in  repairs,  and  a  bill  having  been  filed  for 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  sale  of  the  estate,  each  party 
wishing  to  divest  himself  of  the  ownership  of  the  property,  the 
Court  appointed  a  receiver  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the 
question  being  reserved  who  should  bear  the  expense. 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Macnaghter^  for  the  Defendants 
David  and  Slower : — 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  that  the  contract  was  brought 
about  by  the  fraudulent  representations  of  the  Defendant  WM^ 
but  it  is  not  shewn  that  our  client£f,  Messrs.  David  and  Sloper, 
were  cognizant  of  these  misstatements.  If  there  should  be  a  case 
for  a  receiver  against  WM,  there  is  none  as  against  David  and 
SUyper.  This  is  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  purchase,  the  purchasers 
are  in  possession,  and  have  carried  on  the  mine  ever  since  the 
date  of  the  contract.  It  is,  therefore,  for  them  to  continue  the 
workiug  of  the  mine  upon  their  own  responsibility,  and  they  have 
no  right  to  call  upon  the  Defendants  to  bear  any  extra  expense  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  It  is  not  the  practice  of  the  Court 
in  such  cases  as  these  to  appoint  a  receiver. 

The  Defendant  WM  was  not  represented. 

Sib  R.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 
As  far  as  I  know  of  the  case  at  present^  although  the  precise 

(1)  2  Jac.  &  W.  236. 


V. 

David. 
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y.-C.M.  circumstances  certainly  have  not  occurred  before,  I  cannot  help 
1875  thinking  that,  upon  principle,  I  shall  not  much  err  if  I  accede  to 
Q^       the  application  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  question  brought  before  the  Court  is  a  yery  remarkable  one. 
The  two  Plaintiffs,  Mr.  Oilbs  and  Mr.  JocuJiimf  axe,  it  is  stated, 
merchants  in  the  city  of  London;  and  their  case  is  this,  that,  by 
representations  made  to  them  by  the  Defendant  Webb,  they  have 
been  induced  to  purchase  a  coUiery  in  South  WaJea.  They  allege 
that  the  representations  made  by  Webb  were  entirely  false,  and 
that  if  they  had  known  the  falsehood  of  such  representations  they 
would  not  have  purchased  the  colliery.  The  persons  from  whom 
the  colliery  was  bought  are  Mr.  Cottorie  clients,  Charles  WUUam 
David  and  John  Sloper^  and,  of  course,  if  it  turns  out  that  whatever 
representations  were  made  by  WM>  they  were  made  without  the 
knowledge  of  these  two  Defendants,  they  will  not  be  answerable, 
and  the  suit  will  fEol.  But  the  bill  alleges  that,  in  point  of  fact, 
WM  was  the  bribed  agent  of  these  Defendants  to  make  these  false 
representations ;  and  if  this  turns  out  to  be  the  truth  and  is  estab- 
lished at  the  hearing,  the  contract  will  be  set  aside,  the  suit  will 
succeed,  the  Plaintiffs  will  be  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  all 
further  payments,  and  will  take  out  of  Court  all  the  moneys  paid 
in  and  all  that  may  be  hereafter  brought  in.  In  other  words,  the 
contract  will  be  undone.  But  the  property  is  a  colliery,  and  a 
going  colliery,  and  both  sides  admit  that  it  must  be  kept  going  or 
the  lease  will  be  forfeited ;  and,  moreover,  if  it  is  not  kept  going  it 
will  be  drowned  out,  and  therefore  it  is  absolutely  necessary  it 
should  be  worked. 

In  this  state  of  things,  I  think  it  is  clearly  uncertain  to  whom 
the  colliery  belongs.  If  the  Plaintiffs  are  right  in  their  allega- 
tions on  the  bill,  the  colliery  does  not  belong  to  them  but  to 
David  and  Sloper.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  allegations  are 
erroneous,  then  the  colliery  belongs  to  the  Plaintiflb,  and  David  and 
Sloper  have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  It  is  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  Court  to  keep  property  in  security  until  the  right  is  decided, 
and  therefore,  it  being  totally  uncertain  to  which  of  these  two 
parties  this  colliery  belongs,  it  does  seem  to  me  in  accordance 
with  practice  and  principle  that  the  property  shall,  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, be  kept  in  security. 
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Then,  it  is  asked,  why  should  this  be  done?    The  Plaintiffs     VXl.ll 
are  in  possession ;  they  say  they  were  fraadulently  induced  to  take        1S75 
possession,  and  being  in  possession  they  are  incompetent  to  deal       qibbs 
with  the  property  in  its  present  position,  and  if  they  should  succeed      j)^^ 
in  this  suit  they  will  have  a  demand  against  the  Defendants  for       — 
all  moneys  properly  expended  in  working  the  colliery.    It  is  of 
Tory  great  importance  that  the  colliery  should  be  so  worked  as 
to  leave  as  little  doubt  as  possible  whether  it  was  properly  or 
improperly  worked.    If  the  Court  appoints  an  officer  competent 
to  manage  a  colliery,  and  he  says,  I  have  carried  on  the  colliery 
and  made  a  gain,  then  the  gain  will  belong  to  the  party  to  whom 
the  mine  belongs.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  says,  I  haye  been 
obliged  to  carry  on  the  colliery  at  a  loss,  that  loss  will  have  to  be 
borne  by  the  Plaintiffs  if  they  fail  in  their  suit,  and  by  the  Defen- 
dants if  the  Plaintiffs  succeed. 

Now  I  will  assume  in  favour  of  the  Defendants  that  all  these 
charges  are  unfounded  and  that  the  suit  will  fail,  and  I  will 
continue  to  act  upon  that  assumption  until  the  contrary  is  proved. 
If,  therefore,  the  suit  does  jGail  and  a  receiver  is  appointed,  and  he 
is  supplied  with  the  means  of  carrying  on  the  colliery  by  the 
Plaintiffs,  what  damage  will  be  done  to  the  Defendants  ?  It  is  im- 
possible they  can  be  damaged  to  the  extent  of  a  farthing.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  suit  should  succeed,  then  a  very  material 
benefit  may  arise  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  manner  I  have  pointed 
out,  on  its  being  ascertained  in  this  way  what  is  the  proper  ex- 
penditure in  carrying  on  the  colliery.  Therefore  I  shall  do  what 
this  Court  is  constantly  in  the  habit  of  doing  where  property  is  in 
dispute  and  as  was  done  in  Boehm  v.  Wood  (1).  There  it  was  un- 
certain to  which  of  two  parties  the  estate  belonged,  because, 
although  the  Plaintiff  was  the  vendor,  he  had  sold  it  to  Wood. 
Wood  took  objections  to  title,  and,  if  those  objections  were  well 
founded,  the  estate  belonged  to  the  vendor,  and  if  they  were  un- 
founded it  belonged  to  Wood.  A  receiver  was  appointed  upon  the 
principle  that  it  was  uncertain  to  which  of  the  two  parties, 
Plaintiff  or  Defendant,  the  estate  belonged.  It  seems  to  me  in 
this  case  that  the  Court  should  appoint  a  protector  or  manager 
of  the  estate,  in  order  that  when  it  is  decided  to  whom  it  belongs 

(1)  2  Jac.  &  W.  236. 
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y.-O.  M.    JHBftice  may  be  done.    Therefore  upon  priaciploi  and  I  think 
1875       upon  authority,  I  shall  accede  to  the  application  that  a  receiyer 
Q^      be  appointed.    The  Plaintiffs  most  supply  the  means  of  carryings 
David      ^^  ^^^  colliery,  and,  as  in  BoAm  y.  Wood  {1),  the  question  at  whose 
—       expense  the  receiyer  is  to  be  appointed  and  the  colliery  is  to 
be  carried  on  will  be  reserved.    If  the  suit  succeeds  it  will  be- 
at the  expense  of  the  Defendants.    The  receiver's  duty  will  be  to 
keep  the  colliery  going,  and  out  of  his  receipts  he  will  pay  all  the 
outgoings,  and,  so  far  as  they  are  insufficient^  the  Plaintiffs  must 
undertake  to  supply  him  with  the  money  required.    The  Plaintiffii^ 
will  nominate  a  receiver,  and  the  Defendants  will  be  heard  in 
Chambers ;  but  it  will  be  my  duty  to  see  that  a  man  is  appointed 
who  is  skilled  in  the  management  of  collieries  and  who  will  do  the^ 
best  he  can  for  both  parties.    The  Defendants  must  also  undertake- 
not  to  negotiate  the  bills  in  their  possession. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Miller  dt  WiggiiM. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Ounliffe  &  Beaumont. 


y.-O.M.  CROSS  V.  MALTBT. 

1875 

JtMI6  25. 


[1868    C.    31.] 
WiU — Words^^BeneJU  of  Survivorship'^**  Survivors,^  when  read  "  Oiher$J 


A  testator  directed  the  income  of  the  residae  of  his  eetate  to  be  divided" 
between  all  his  sons  as  tenants  in  common,  with  benefit  of  sarriYorabip- 
between  them,  in  case  any  or  either  of  them  should  die  without  issue,  and  ia 
case  any  child  or  children  who  should  be  entitled  under  the  trusts  of  his  will 
to  anj  principal  money,  or  income,  should  die  leaving  issue,  the  principal 
money,  or  share,  from  which  the  interest  of  such  child  or  children  should  be 
derived,  should  go  to  and  be  divided  amongst  such  issue  as  tenants  in 
common. 

The  testator  left  five  sons,  two  of  whom  died  leaving  issue,  and  three 
died  without  issue,  the  last  survivor  of  the  five  dying  without  issue : — 

Edd,  that  on  the  death  of  the  last  surviving  son  the  priocipal  set  fre& 
accrued  to  the  children  of  the  sons  who  had  died  leaving  issue. 

John  CBOSS,  by  his  wiU,  dated  the  10th  of  September,  1835^ 
after  providing  for  his  daughters  and  yarions  members  of  hia 

(1)  2  Jac.  &  W.  236. 
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family,  directed  his  trustees  to  divide  the  dividends,  interest,  and     V.-G.  M. 
income  to  arise  from  the  clear  residne  of  the  proceeds  of  his       1875 
estate,  between  and  amongst  all  his  sons,  as  tenants  in  common       q^ 
and  not  as  joint  tenants,  irith  benefit  of  survivorship  between  or     ^j** 

amongst  them  in  case  any  or  either  of  them  should  die  without        

leaving  lawful  issue,  and  it  was  his  will  that  in  case  any  child  or 
children  who  should  be  entitled  under  the  trusts  of  that  his  will 
to  any  principal  money,  or  income,  should  die  leaving  lawM 
issue,  the  principal  money,  or  share  from  which  the  interest  of 
such  child  or  children  should  be  derived,  should  go  to  and  be 
divided  amongst  such  issue,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in 
coiomon. 

The  testator  died  in  January,  1836,  leaving  five  sons  and  eight 
daughters;  one  of  his  sons,  Samud  Cross,  died  in  1837  without 
having  been  married;  Franeis  died  in  1862  without  leaving 
issue;  James  died  in  1872  leaving  issue;  John  died  in  1873 
leaving  issue ;  and  AleoDonder,  the  last  survivor,  died  in  January, 
1875,  without  having  been  married. 

A  suit  was  instituted  in  February,  1858,  for  the  administration 
of  the  testator's  estate,  and  the  shares  of  the  several  sons  were 
carried  over  to  separate  accounts. 

The  present  Petition  was  presented  upon  the  death  otAleoBander 
Cross,  the  last  survivor  of  the  five  sons  of  the  testator,  by  the 
children  of  the  two  sons  who  died  leaving  issue,  praying  that  the 
capital  sum,  representing  the  share  of  the  late  Alexander  Cross, 
might  be  ordered  to  be  divided  into  two  equal  parts,  one  part 
thereof  to  be  divided  between  the  children  of  John  Cross,  one  of 
the  sons,  and  the  other  moiety  to  be  divided  between  the  children 
of  James  Cross,  the  other  son,  who  died  leaving  issue. 

Mr.  Higffvns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Shdibeare,  in  support  of  the 
Petition : — 

There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  what  the  intention  of  this  testator 
was,  and  that  intention  may  be  carried  out  by  construing  the 
term  ''  with  benefit  of  survivorship  amongst  them  in  case  any  or 
either  should  die  without  issue,"  to  mean  the  benefit  of  the  others 
who  should  die  leaving  issue.  The  Court  wiU  always  construe  the 
word  "  survivor  **  as  '^  other,"  to  carry  out  the  evident  intention  of 
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y.-C.  M.  the  testator.  This  was  decided  ia  Badger  y.  Qregory  (1),  in  In  re 
1875  ArnoUHs  Trusts  (2),  in  Waite  y.  LiUJewood  (3),  and  more  recently 
Ctoes       by  your  Honour  in  In  re  Palmer^e  Setdemeni  Trade  (4).    In  all 

Maltby  ^®s®  cases  the  word  "  survivor  "  was  read  "  other,"  and  there  can 
—  be  no  doubt  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  in  each  of  the  cases 
was  carried  out  by  such  construction. 

Mr.  Waller^  Q.C ,  and  Mr.  Harvey^  appeared  for  persons  in  the 
same  interest. 

Mr.  Homer,  for  the  representatives  of  Alexander  Groes : — 

These  words, ''  with  benefit  of  survivorship/'  do  not  occur  in  any 
of  the  cases  cited,  and  they  are  not  words  that  can  be  brought 
within  the  principle  as  to  reading  the  word  *'  survivor  "  as  *'  other.'* 
There  is  a  still  more  fixed  principle,  which  is  to  give  every  word 
its  literal  meaning,  aud  that  may  be  done  in  this  case.  Here  the 
testator  gives  the  dividend,  interest,  and  income  of  his  estate 
f  between  and  amongst  all  his  sons  as  tenants  in  common ;  the 
benefit  of  survivorship  only  applies  to  the  life  estate  of  the  sons, 
and  there  could  be  no  benefit  of  survivorship  on  the  death  of  the 
last  survivor.  The  use  of  the  words  *'  principal  money,  or  income," 
shews  that  the  testator  contemplated  one  son  taking  the  whole. 
An  indefinite  gift  of  dividends  passes  the  absolute  property  of 
stock :  Page  v.  Leapingwell  (5).  In  the  case  of  Bowling  v.  Bow- 
ling  (6),  where  the  expression  was  '^  the  interest  to  be  divided  half- 
yearly  between  my  four  sons,  and  at  the  decease  of  either  without 
lawful  issue,  such  share  to  revert  to  the  remainder,"  it  was  consi- 
dered to  be  an  absolute  gift  to  the  sons,  subject  to  this  condition, 
that  upon  the  death  of  either  of  them  without  issue,  the  share 
was  to  revert  to  the  remainder  then  living,  or  their  children ;  and 
that  the  children  were  not  to  take  any  interest  as  against  their 
parents. 

It  is,  submitted,  therefore,  that  in  this  case  there  is  an  absolute 
gift,  subject  to  be  curtailed  only  in  case  of  death  without  issue  in 
the  lifetime  of  any  of  the  other  brothers ;  or  otherwise  there  is  a 
gift  of  life  interests,  with  a  gift  over  in  case  of  no  issue,  to  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  78.  (4)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  320. 

(2)  Ibid.  10  Eq.  252.  (5)  18  Ves.  463. 

(3)  Ibid.  8  Cb.  70,  73.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  612. 
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other  brothers  who  should  be  alive;  but  if  no  others  should  y.-0.]l 

surviye,  then  there  would  be  an  intestacy.  1875 

The  principle  is  well  defined  by  Mr.  Vauffhan  Hawkins,  in  his  obobs 

book  on  Wills  (1),  in  these  words : —  Maltbt 

''  Where  there  is  a  gift  to  several,  or  to  a  class,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail,  with  remainder  as  to  the  share  of  each  to  the 
'survivors'  or  'surviving'  devisees  in  tail,  with  a  limitation 
over  on  failure  of  issue  of  all  the  devisees,  the  words  '  survivor ' 
or  '  surviving '  will  be  construed  as  '  other,'  so  as  to  create  cross- 
remainders  among  the  devisees  by  express  limitation  either  in  a 
deed  or  will.  Although  in  other  cases  '  surviving '  may  be  read 
as  '  other '  if  the  case  require  it,  the  later  authorities  are  adverse 
to  this  construction.  Thus,  if  personal  estate  be  given  to  several, 
or  to  a  class,  as  tenants  in  common,  either  for  life  or  absolutely, 
with  a  gift  over  of  the  shares  of  those  dying  without  issue  to  the 
survivors,  but  without  a  gift  over  on  failure  of  issue  of  all,  the 
word  *  survivor '  will  be  construed  strictly." 

This  case  is  an  exact  illustration  of  the  principle  there  defined — 
that  the  word  "  survivor  "  will  not  be  read  "  other  "  unless  there  is 
a  gift  over  on  fietilure  of  all  the  tenants  for  life  without  issue.  In 
In  re  Palmer^s  Settlement  Trusts  (2)  there  was  a  gift  oyer,  but  here 
there  is  none. 

Sib  R.  Ualiks,  V.C.  : — 

This  will  is  not  very  astutely  expressed,  but  there  is  sufficient  to 
shew  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

There  is  no  rule  more  clearly  established  than  this,  that  when 
the  intention  of  a  testator  is  clearly  manifest  the  Court  will  endea- 
your  to  carry  out  that  intention  as  far  as  the  words  will  permit : — 
[His  Honour  then  stated  the  terms  of  the  will.]  The  testator  had 
five  sons.  Two  of  them  died  leaving  issue,  and  the  other  three 
died  without  issue,  including  Alexander,  the  last  survivor  of  the 
five  sons. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  when  the  testator  says  "  with  benefit 
of  surviyorship  if  any  die  without  leaving  issue,"  that  he  intended 
the  share  of  each  child  to  go  over.    I  think  the  intention  is 

(1)  Page  202.  (2)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  320. 
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y.-C.  M.      expressed  that  whateyer  interest  the  children  take,  the  sons  are  to 

1875        be  tenants  for  life.    How  is  it  to  go  over,  and  what  benefit  of  sur- 

Oboss       yiyorship  is  there  to  be  ?    It  cannot  depend  on  the  circumstance 

Maltbt.     whether  the  son  who  might  die  without  issue  should  surviye  the 

other  sons.    I  cannot  express  the  principle  better  than  I  haye  done 

in  In  re  Arnold's  Trusts  (1)  and  in  In  re  Palmer's  Settlement 
Trusts  (2),"  that  the  word  "  survivor  "  must  be  read  as  "  other  " 
whenever  the  meaning  renders  it  necessary. 

In  In  re  Paimer's  Setdemeni  Trusts  I  referred  to  several  cases^  all 
of  them  authorities  in  favour  of  reading  the  word  ^*  survivor  "  as 
"other"  when  it  was  requisite  to  do  so,  in  order  to  give  efifect  to 
the  intention.  There  is  no  magic  in  the  word  '*  survivor."  The 
benefit  of  survivorship  meant  that  it  was  to  go  over  if  any  one 
died  without  issue. 

The  intention  is  that  each  child  shall  only  be  tenant  for  life  in 
what  he  takes,  and  then  the  issue  take  per  stirpes  of  that  fieimily. 
If  one  left  a  family,  that  class  would  have  the  benefit  of  survivor- 
ship to  the  one  who  so  died  leaving  children ;  but  if  any  died 
without  children,  then  the  children  of  the  others  would  have  the 
benefit  of  survivorship  as  to  the  shares  which  would  have  come  to 
their  respective  parents.  Mr.  Romer  relied  on  Bowling  v.  Bouy 
ling  (3).  There  the  property  was  directed  to  be  invested  and  the 
interest  to  be  divided  half-yearly  between  the  four  sons  of  the 
testator,  and  at  the  decease  of  either  without  issue  such  share  to 
revert  to  the  remainder  then  living,  or  their  child,  or  children. 
When  the  case  came  before  Vice-chancellor  Stuart  he  decided 
that  the  four  sons  took  only  an  estate  for  life  with  an  estate  by 
implication  to  the  issue  living  at  their  death  as  joint  tenants;  but 
upon  appeal  the  Lords  Justices  reversed  that  decision,  and  held 
that  each  of  the  four  sons  took  an  absolute  interest  in  his  share 
subject  to  be  divested  in  case  of  his  dying  without  leaving  issue. 
The  children  were  not  to  take  any  interest  as  against  their 
parents,  but  if  the  parents  were  out  of  the  way  then  the  intention 
was  that  the  children  were  to  take  in  their  place.  Therefore  that 
case  does  not  support  Mr.  Romer's  argument,  because  it  shews 
that  if  one  died  without  leaving  issue  his  interest  would  be  divested 

(1)  Law  Kep.  10  Eq.  352.  (2)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  320. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  612. 
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and  would  go  to  the  remainder ;  but  if  all  the  others  were  dead  it  V.-0.  HL 

would  go  to  the  children  in  their  place.    So  here  the  share  of  1875 

M&stiomSat  Orom  upon  his  death  without  children  went  o^er  to  the  cboss 

children  of  the  other  sons  who  had  died  leaving  issuci  and  the  yuaJsvt 

children  of  each  of  the  two  sons  who  died  leaving  issue  will  take  

the  share  to  which  their  father  would  have  been  entitled. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners :  Messrs.  Hensman  dt  Nichohon. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  JaeJesonf  Fox,  &  EUer. 


June  28. 


MaoDOUGALL  v.  GAEDINEB.  v.^.m. 

[1874    M.    200.]  1875 

JPradice — Company — Frame  of  Sait-^BxU  against  Directors — Bight  of  indivi- 
dual Shareholder  to  sue — Fratid — Ultra  vires — ConstiMion  of  Company — 
Auihority  of  Chairman  qf  Meeting. 

An  individual  shareholder  in  a  company  is  entitled  to  file  a  bill  against 
the  directors  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  shareholders  except  the 
Defiandants,  if  he  alleges  that  the  directors,  or  some  of  them,  have  so  acted 
as  to  prevent  a  majority  of  the  members  from  exercising  a  proper  control 
over  the  affairs  of  the  company. 

The  articles  of  association  of  a  company  gave  power  to  the  chairman  at 
any  general  meeting  of  the  company,  with  the  consent  of  the  meeting,  to 
adjourn  the  meeting,  and  also  provided  for  the  taking  a  poll  if  demanded  by 
five  shareholders.  At  a  general  meeting  of  the  company  the  adjournment 
of  the  meeting  was  moved,  and  on  being  put  was  declared  by  the  chairman, 
who  was  one  of  the  directors,  to  be  carried.  A  poll  was  duly  demanded, 
but  the  chairman  mled  that  there  could  not  be  a  poll  on  the  question  of 
adjournment,  and  left  the  chair.  The  shareholders  who  sided  with  the 
Plaintiff  then  passed  a  resolution,  among  others,  removing  one  of  the 
directors : — 

Eeldf  on  bill  filed  by  a  shareholder  averring  these  facts,  and  charging 
that  the  directors,  or  some  of  them,  had  combined  to  take  this  course  with 
the  view  of  stifling* discussion,  that  this  made  a  case  of  improper  conduct, 
bordering  upon  fraud,  which  entitled  the  Plaintiff  to  maintain  his  suit  for 
restraining  proceedings  by  the  directors,  which  the  Plaintiff  and  his  party 
desired  to  prevent 

Demurrer. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  by  AlexcMder  William  MaeDouffoU  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  all  other  shareholders  in  the  Emma  Silver  Mining 
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y.-c.H.     Company,  except  the  Defendants,  against  the  directors  and  the 

1875       company. 

MacDouoall      ^^  ^^^>  ^^^  stating  that  the  company  was  incorporated  in 

Q  ^*  November,  187 1,  for  the  purpose  of  working  a  mine  in  the  United 

—        States  of  Amerieay  called  the  Emma  Silver  Mine,  set  out  several 

of  the  articles  of  association,  amongst  which  were  those  nnmbered 

40  and  42,  which  provided  for  summoning  special  general  meet- 

iDgs,  and  45,  which  enabled  any  member  to  propose  and  introdace 

at  a  general  meeting  any  subject  relating  to  the  affairs  of  the 

company  of  which  he  had  given  a  certain  notice,  and  49,  50, 

and  51,  which  were  as  follows ; — 

''49,  The  chairman  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  meeting, 
adjourn  any  meeting  from  time  to  time,  and  fix>m  place  to  place ; 
but  no  business  shall  be  transacted  at  any  adjourned  meeting  other 
than  the  business  left  unfinished  at  the  meeting  from  which  the 
adjournment  took  place. 

^  50.  At  any  general  meeting,  unless  a  poll  be  demanded  by  at 
least  five  members,  a  declaration  by  the  chairman  that  a  resolu- 
tion has  been  carried,  and  an  entry  to  that  effect  in  the  book  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  company,  shall  be  sufiicient  evidence  of 
the  fact  without  proof  of  the  number  or  proportion  of  the  votes 
recorded  in  favour  of  or  against  such  resolution. 

*'  51.  If  a  poll  be  demanded  by  five  or  more  members,  it  shall 
be  taken  in  such  manner  as  the  chairman  shall  direct^  and  the 
result  of  such  poll  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  resolution  of  the 
company  in  general  meeting.  In  the  case  of  an  equality  of  votes 
at  any  general  meetmg  the  chairman  of  the  meeting  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  second  or  casting  vote." 

The  bill  also,  after  stating  that  the  Plaintiff  became  a  share- 
holder in  the  company  in  1874,  and  was,  when  the  bill  was  filed, 
the  registered  holder  of  1750  shares  in  the  company,  alleged  that 
prior  to  the  month  of  May,  1874,  circumstandbs  had  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  Plaintiff  and  a  large  number  of  other  members 
of  the  company  leading  to  the  conviction  on  their  parts^  as  the 
&cts  were,  that  various  fraudulent  transactions  had  been  carried 
on  in  connection  with  the  purchase  of  the  Emma  Mine  by  the 
promoters  of  the  company,  which  transactions  had,  in  fact,  been 
gross  frauds  upon  the  memben  df  the  company.    The  Plaintiff 
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and  the  other  members  of  the  company  also  belieyed  that  some     y.-Q.  HL 
of  the  then  and  present  directors  of  the  said  company  were  to       1S76 
some  extent  interested  in  these  matters  adversely  to  the  com-  MaoDo^oall 
pany.    The  Plaintiff  and  such  other  members  of  the  company    q^bmhwl 
were  consequently  very  desirous  that  some  person  who  would       -'— 
make  endeavours  to  have  the  matters  connected  with  the  purchase 
and  with  the  promotion  and  formation  of  the  company  investi* 
gatedy  should  be  elected  at  the  election  of  new  directors  of  the 
company^  which  would  take  place  in  or  about  the  month  of  May, 
1874.    Accordingly,  efforts  were  made  by  a  large  number  of 
members  of  the  company  to  obtain  the  election  of  the  Plaintiff  as 
-a  director,  he  being  willing  and  desirous  to  make  such  endeavours 
on  being  appointed  a  director,  without  any  remuneration,  until 
«uch  remuneration  could  be  paid  out  of  profits  earned  by  the 
company,  and  made  this  an  express  stipulation  at  the  meeting. 
IVith  this  object  a  large  number  of  the  members  of  the  company, 
holding,  as  the  Plaintiff  alleged,  a  clear  majority  of  votes,  in  or 
4kbout  the  month  of  May,  1874,  agreed  to  vote  in  person,  or  to 
give  their  proxies  at  the  said  election  to  or  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiff. 

The  existing  directors  desired  to  have  a  Mr.  Huttan  appointed  a 
•director,  and  on  the  15th  of  May,  1874,  the  general  meeting  of  the 
members  of  the  company  was  held,  and  on  the  question  of  the  eleo> 
iion  of  a  new  director  the  chairman  declared,  on  a  shew  of  hands, 
that  Mr.  EuUan  had  been  elected.  A  poll  was  then  duly  demanded 
•on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  result  was  in  &vour  of  Mr. 
Sutton.  The  Plaintiff  had  then  filed  a  bill  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  some  questions  as  to  the  alteration  of  the  register  of  share- 
holders between  the  holding  of  the  meeting  and  the  taking  of  the 
•poll,  and  moved  for  an  injunction.  Pemurrers  were,  however,  filed 
by  the  Defendants  to  that  suit,  which  prevented  the  motion  being 
theard  before  the  Long  Vacation  of  1874. 

The  Plaintiff  and  other  shareholders  thereupon  signed  and  sent 
to  the  office  of  the  company  a  requisition,  which  was  set  out  in 
ithe  bill,  calling  upon  the  directors  to  convene  an  extraordinary 
general  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  requesting  the  chairman,  who 
was  the  demurring  Defendant,  Colonel  Gardiner^  to  resign  b's 
^rectorship  and  to  appoint  another  director  in  his  place. 

Vou  XX.  2F  2 
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T.-0.  M.        This  requisition  was  signed  by  members  of  the  company  holding 

1S75        more  than  one-fifth  of  the  capital  of  the  company,  and  was  left  at 

HaoBouoall  the  ofiice  of  the  company  on  the  8th  of  September^  1874,  and  other 

Gabdiher.    ^^P^^'3  ^^^®  afterwards  signed  by  other  shareholders  and  left  at  the 

—       oflSce  of  the  company. 

On  the  24th  of  September,  1874,  the  Plaintiff  was  informed  that 
the  directors  did  not  intend  to  convene  a  special  meeting,  and^he 
issned  a  fresh  circnlar. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1874,  the  directors  issned  a  notice  con- 
vening a  special  general  meeting  for  the  14th  of  October. 

The  Defendants  were,  in  fact,  doing]  all  they  could  to  prevent 
the  meeting  being  held,  and  had  it  not  been  for  the  Plaintiff's- 
second  circular  they  would  not  have  convened  such  meeting,  and 
the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  in  giving  so  short  a  period  between  the 
notice  and  the  day  of  meeting  the  directors  gave  as  little  time  a» 
possible  to  the  shareholders  to  decide  as  to  the  course  they  would 
take,  fearing  they  would  side  with  the  Plaintiff. 

It  then  appeared  that  the  Defendant  Oardiner  had  gone  to 
Ameriea  with  reference  to  some  litigation  then  pending  there  with* 
reference  to  the  property  in  the  mine,  and  had  taken  many  of  the 
most  important  books  and  papers  of  the  company  with  him.  Those- 
books  and  papers  were,  in  fact,  necessary  for  the  full  investigation 
of  the  matters  in  this  country  which  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other 
members  of  the  company  required. 

The  Plaintiff  received  proxies  authorizing  him  to  vote  at  the 
special  meeting,  from  shareholders  holding  15,000  shares,  while 
the  directors  did  not  receive  proxies  to  an  extent  reaching  one-half 
of  the  number  of  shares  represented  by  the  Plaintiff.  Previously 
to  the  meeting,  the  directors  sent  stamped  proxies  round  to  each 
of  the  shareholders,  empowering  Mr.  Huiton  to  vote  for  them  at 
the  meeting  and  at  any  adjournment. 

The  Plaintiff  prepared  several  resolutions  for  the  purpose  of 
proposing  them  at  the  meeting,  which  were  set  out  in  the  bill ;  the 
two  first  of  which  were  as  follows : — 

'^  1.  That  in  the  opinion  of  this  meeting  it  is  not  consistent 
witb  the  best  interests  of  the  company  that  Mr.  Bdbert  May  Oar- 
diner  should  remain  a  director  of  the  company,  and  that  he 
accordingly  be  requested  to  resign  his  oflSce* 
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**  2.  That  the  said  Mr.  Bobert  May  Oardiner  not  being  present     y.-C.  lA. 
to  meet  the  shareholders  of  this  company,  after  the  requisition        1S75 
calling  this  meeting  (first  lodged  on  the  8th  of  September  last),  MacDovcau. 
and  signed  by  shareholders,  he  is  now  removed  from  the    Q^BDnra; 

office  of  director,  and  that  Mr.  be  appointed  a  director       — 

in  his  stead." 

The  meeting  took  place  on  the  14th  of  October,  1874,  Mr. 
Button  being  in  the  chair.  He  addressed  the  members,  and  ni^ed 
an  adjournment  of  the  meeting,  partly  on  the  ground  that  a  peti- 
tion to  wind  up  the  company  had  been  presented  by  a  shareholder, 
and  that  it  was  expedient  to  postpone  the  discussion  of  the  matters 
before  the  meeting  until  after  the  petition  had  been  disposed  of. 
The  Plaintiff  proposed  the  first  resolution,  and  it  was  discussed  by 
the  chairman.  Various  trivial  objections  were  taken  to  it,  such  as 
that  it  ouglit  to  haye  embraced  the  appointment  of  a  new  director 
as  well  as  a  request  to  Oardiner  to  resign.  On  that  ground  Mr. 
HfUion  refused  to  put  the  first  resolution  to  the  meeting,  although 
Mr.  Bvmand,  the  only  other  director  present,  openly  dissented 
from  that  view.  In  the  midst  of  the  discussion  which  followed, 
and  after  the  Plaintiff  had  pointed  out  that  if  the  resolution  were 
passed  he  would  follow  it  up  by  others,  copies  of  which  the  chair- 
man held  in  his  hand,  a  member  proposed  the  adjournment  of  the. 
meeting  for  a  month.  This  proposal  was  seconded,  and  the  chair^ 
man  then  put  the  resolution  to  the  meeting,  and  declared  it  to  be 
carried. 

The  25th,  26th,  and  27th  paragraphs  of  the  bill  contained  in 
substance  the  following  allegations : 

25.  The  friends  of  the  directors  voted  in  favour  of  the  resolu- 
tion, while  the  Plaintiff  and  the  shareholders  acting  with  him  voted 
against  it ;  and  the  chairman  declared,  on  the  shew  of  hands,  that 
the  resolution  had  been  carried.  Five  members  of  the  company 
then  present,  including  the  Plaintiff,  demanded  a  poll ;  but  the 
chairman  refused  to  grant  one,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  a  poll 
could  not  be  taken  on  the  question  whether  the  meeting  should  be 
adjourned  or  not,  at  once  left  the  chair,  declaring  the  meeting 
adjourned,  and  immediately  left  the  room ;  but  the  demand 
for  the  poll  was  duly  signed  and  handed  in. 

26.  There  was  no  ground  under  the  articles  of  the  company,  or 

2F2  2 
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V.-O.  H.     otherwise,  for  holding  that  a  poll  conld  not  be  taken  upon  whether 
1875       the  meeting  of  the  company  should  be  adjourned  or  not,  especially 
MacDocoall  when  by  the  motion  for  adjournment  the  question  before  the  meet- 
Oabdixxb.    ^S  ^^9  whether  certain  important  matters  should  then  be  dis- 
—       cussed  and  voted,  or  whether  they  should  be  postponed  for  a  long 
or  indefinite  time.    Mr.  Hutton,  however,  had,  in  order  to  stifle  the 
discussion,   and  to   prevent  the  matters  being  voted  upon  to 
consider  which  the  meeting  was  called,  in  collusion  with  the  other 
directors,  or  some  of  them,  determined  to  carry  a  vote  of  adjourn- 
ment by  shew  of  hands  and  then  to  refuse  a  poll  on  that  question, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  proxies  given  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  sup- 
porters from  being  used  in  support  of  the  resolutions  which  he  was 
about  to  bring  forward,  and  which  would  undoubtedly  have  been 
passed  but  for  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants. 

27.  After  the  poll  had  been  refused  several  of  the  members  of 
the  company,  including  the  directors,  left  the  room,  but  a  large 
number  still  remained,  who  voted  the  Plaintiff  into  the  chair,  when 
the  Plaintiff's  resolutions  were  passed,  the  name  of  Charles  Henry 
DunhiUy  M.D.,  of  York,  a  duly  qualified  shareholder  in  the  com* 
pany,  having  been  first  added  to  the  second  resolution,  he  having 
been  proposed  and  seconded  and  duly  elected  as  a  director  of  the 
said  company  in  place  of  Colonel  Oardiner. 

The  28th  paragraph  of  the  bill  set  out  a  letter  by  the  Plaintiff 
giving  notice  to  the  directors  of  the  passing  of  the  resolutions  after 
Mr.  HiMon  had  left  the  chair,  and  the  allegations  concluded  as 
follows ; — 

'*  29.  In  this  state  of  things  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  share- 
holders in  the  company  believe,  and  it  is  the  fiact,  that  the 
Defendant,  the  directors  of  the  said  company,^  are  about  to  con- 
clude some  arrangements  with  the  persons  against  whom  the 
Plaintiff  has  claims,  such  as  the  original  vendors  of  the  said 
mining  property  to  the  Defendant  company,  or  the  promoters  of 
the  said  company,  and  others,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  those 
claims,  to  the  great  injury  of  the  company  and  the  shareholders 
therein,  and  without  first  submitting  those  terms  to  the  shareholders 
of  the  said  company ;  and  the  Plaintiff  apprehends,  and  the  fact 
is,  that  the  proposed  compromises  will  at  once  be  carried  through 
unless  the  Defendants  are  restrained  from  so  doing  by  the  order  of 
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this  Honourable  Court.    The  danger  is  in  fact  so  imminent,  that     Y.-C.  if, 
it  is  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  and  those  acting  with  him  to  call        1875 
another  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  removing  all  the  directors  of  haoDouoall 
the  company  from  their  oflSce,  or  for  any  other  purpose  which    q^^Jj^^ 
might  effectually  stop  the  said  compromises,  in  time  to  prevent        — 
their  being  carried  out ;  and  even  if  such  another  meeting  could 
be  convened  in  time,  the  Defendants,  by  the  same  proceeding  as 
they  adopted  at  the  meeting  of  the  14th  day  of  October,  would  be 
again  able  to  break  up  and  would  succeed  in  breaking  up  the  said 
meeting  by  improperly  deciding  that  it  was  adjourned  by  a  mere 
shew  of  hands  held  up  by  a  few  friends  or  nominees  of  the  said 
directors  who  are  interested  in  putting  an  end  to  all  further 
investigation  into  the  aforesaid  matters. 

The  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  refusal  to  grant  a 
poll  on  the  question  whether  the  meeting  should  be  adjourned  at 
the  meeting  of  the  14th  of  October  was  illegal  and  improper,  and 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  directors  from  concluding  any 
ai-rangements  with  respect  to  legal  proceedings  commenced  or  to 
be  commenced  against  the  vendors  of  the  property  to  the  com- 
pany, or  with  any  other  personsy  until  such  arrangement,  if  pro- 
posed, should  have  been  submitted  to  the  shareholders  in  tlie 
company,  and  should  have  been  approved  of  by  them ;  and  for  a 
declaration  that  Oardiner  had  ceased  to  be  a  director,  and  might 
be  restrained  from  acting  as  such  director,  or  that  a  meeting  of 
the  shareholders  should  be  summoned  for  the  purpose  of  submit- 
ting the  Plaintiff's  resolutions  to  them. 

At  the  time  the  bill  was  filed  a  petition  to  wind  up  the  com- 
pany  was  pending,  and  unta  it  was  heard,  which  was  not  till 
April,  aU  proceedings  in  the  suit  were  stayed.  The  petition 
having  been  dismissed.  Colonel  Oardiner  demurred. 

Mr.  Biffffins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  WintlSf  in  support  of  the  demurrer : — 

There  are  two  grounds  of  demurrer.  First,  the  bill  ought  to 
have  been  in  the  name  of  the  company.  This  is  the  rule  laid 
down  on  the  appeal  in  Oray  v.  LewtM  (1),  following  Mozky  v. 
Abtan  (2)  and  Foss  v.  EarboUU  (3).    A  bill  in  the  name  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  1035.  (2)  1  Ph.  790. 

(3)  2  Hare,  461. 
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V.-C.  M.     company  does  not  require  to  have  the  seal  of  the  company  affixed 

1875        to  it>  or  to  be  filed  with  the  leave  of  the  directorSy  bat  it  is  re- 

MacBodgall  q^^^^^d  to  be  in  the  name  of  the  company  in  order  to  confer  on  the 

*-         majority  of  the, members  of  the  company  power  to  enforce  their 

views  upon  the  directors,  and  to  give  them  the  control  over  any 

litigation  which  may  be  commenced  by  persons  acting  in  the 
name  of  the  company,  so  that  if  they  disapprove  of  any  litigation 
thus  commenced  they  may  bring  it  to  an  end  by  passing'a  resolution 
to  that  effect :  Esseter  and  Oreditan  Railway  Company  v.  BuUer  (I). 
The  only  exceptions  to  this  rule  are  where  there  is  a  case  made 
of  some  fraud  committed  by  the  directors  in  the  name  of  the  com- 
pany, or  where  something  absolutely  vJira  vires  has  been  at- 
tempted to  be  done,  as  in  Clinch  v.  Finmidal  Corporation  (2), 
Maodougall  v.  Jersey  Imperial  Hotd  Company  (8),  and  Menier  v. 
Hooper*8  Telegraph  Works  (4).  The  other  ground  on  which  the 
interference  of  the  Court  is  allowed  is  where  a  course  has  been 
adopted  by  the  company  injurious  to  some  only  of  the  members, 
as  in  Const  v.  Harris  (5),  In  re  London  and  Mercantile  Discount 
Company  (6),  and  Atwod  v.  Merrytoeaiher  (7).  None  of  these 
exceptions  apply  to  the  case  made  by  the  present  bill,  which 
simply  relates  to  matters  concerning  the  internal  management  of 
the  company,  as  to  which  the  Court  will  not  interfere. 

The  second  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  allegations  of  the  bill 
do  not  support  the  prayer.  The  facts  alleged  must  be  sufficient 
of  themselves  to  found  the  relief  prayed :  In  re  Stranton  Iron 
and  Steel  Company  (8).  The  allegations  of  this  bill  are  vague  and 
general,  as  in  Hayman  v.  Oovemors  of  Bughy  School  (9).  As 
regards  the  question  of  the  poll  the  ruling  of  the  chairman  was 
quite  right  A  poll  means  a  reference  of  the  question  in  dispute 
to  the  whole  constituency,  not  merely  to  those  present  at  the 
meeting,  and  the  poll  must  be  kept  open  for  a  reasonable  time  : 
Hodffes  on  Bail  ways  (10)  ;  Beg.  v.  Cooper  (11).  It  is  therefore  a 
process  quite  inapplicable  to  a  question  of  adjournment. 

(1)  6  Railw.  Cas,  211.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  277. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  460.  (7)  Ibid.  6  Eq.  464,  n. 

(3)  2  U.  &  M.  528.  (8)  Ibid.  16  Eq.  559. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  350.  (9)  Ibid.  18  Eq.  28. 

(5)  T.  &  R.  496.  (10)  5th  Ed.  p.  49,  note  (y).       . 

(11)  Law  Rep.  5.Q.  B.  457. 
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The  broad  groand  of  the  demurrer  is  that  the  allegations  of  the     v.-a  M. 
4)111  only  shew  the  existence  of  disputes  as  to  the  internal  manage-      1875 
ment  of  the  company.  MaoDodgaIl 

Mr.  GUsse,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  BoUnsan,  Q.C.,  for  the  bill :—  GABD«Em. 

The  answer  to  the  first  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  this  bill 
•comes  within  the  exceptions  to  the  rule,  which  requires  bills  filed 
on  behalf  of  a  company  to  be  in  the  name  of  the  company.  The 
excepted  cases  are  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Lmdiey  in  his  work  on 
the  Law  of  Partnership  (1).  Foss  v.  HarboUle  (2)  states  the 
general  rule.  Atwool  v.  Merryweather  (3)  which  is  precisely  in 
pointy  illustrates  one  of  the  exceptions.  It  was  a  case  where,  as 
here,  a  majority  of  the  hand  fde  members  of  the  company  sup- 
ported the  litigationi  but  they  were  in  danger  of  being  overbome 
by  a  minority  in  collusion  with  two  directors  who  acted  fraudu- 
lently. Menier  r.  Hoopers  Telegraph  Works  (4)  illustrates  the 
other  exception  to  the  relief  asked  for  being  such  as  only  a 
minority  were  interested  in.  On  the  allegations  pf  this  bill  this 
•case  is  brought  distinctly  within  Atwool  v.  Merryweather.  It  is 
expressly  alleged  that  the  proceedings  of  the  directors  were  taken 
with  a  view  to  stifle  discussion.  That  is  an  allegation  of  fraudu- 
lent conduct,  which  is  necessarily  tUtra  vires. 

On  the  second  ground  of  demurrer  the  refusal  to  grant  a  poll  is 
«u£E[cient  of  itself  to  support  the  bill.  The  demand  for  the  poll 
was  duly  made  in  accordance  with  the  articles  of  associatioui  and 
the  refusal  was  a  distinct  violation  of  the  constitution  of  the  com- 
pany, and  a  poll  is  the  positive  right  of  the  shareholders  if  duly 
demanded :  Campbell  v.  Maund  (5) ;  and  the  only  remedy  for 
refusing  to  take  it  is  by  bill :  EU  v.  Burial  Board  of  St.  Mary 
Islington  (6).  This  is  moreover  a  demurrer  by  one  Defendant 
only,  and  if  it  is  allowed  the  suit  will  not  be  brought  to  an  end. 

Mr.  Higgins,  in  reply. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  bill  relates  to  the  aflairs  of  a  company  which  have  occupied 

(1)  3rd  Ed.  p.  935.  (4)  Iaw  Rep.  9  Oh.  350. 

(2)  2  Hare,  461.  (5)  5  A.  ft  E.  865. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  464,  n.  (6)  Kay,  449. 
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y.C.  M.  a  great  deal  of  the  time  of  this  Court,  and  I  am  bound  to  say,  a 
1875  great  deal  more  than  they  deserve.  I  think  it  most  unfortunate 
MaoDouoall  ^^^  ^  ^^^  present  state  of  things,  with  the  knowledge  that  has 
^  ^'  been  acquired,  the  Defendant  should  have  elected  to  demur  to 
—  this  bill.  It  has  led  to  a  most  unfortunate  occupation  of  the 
time  of  the  Court,  and  I  am  now  called  upon  to  decide  the  rights 
of  the  parties  upon  allegations  which,  I  have  no  doubt,  if  I  were 
at  liberty  to  go  into  the  evidence  upon  the  subject,  would  turn  out 
to  be  almost  wholly  erroneous.  I  must  regard  and  consider 
Colonel  Gardiner  as  acting  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  others  in 
the  same  position,  and  he  has  elected  to  take  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  upon  allegations  in  the  bill,  which  certainly  do  not  faU 
short  of  charging  him  and  those  associated  with  him  with  gross 
acts  of  impropriety,  if  not  acts  of  fraud.  But  as  the  parties  have 
insisted  in  having  the  demurrer  heard,  I  can  only  decide  the 
question  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  which  are  admitted  by 
the  demurrer  to  be  accurately  stated,  and  I  agree  with  Mr.  Glasae 
that  I  must,  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  this  demurrer,  exclude  all 
the  knowledge  which  I  have  acquired  since  the  month  of  October 
last  of  the  affairs  of  this  company.  The  question  I  have  to  decide 
is  whether  the  allegations  of  this  bill  entitled  the  Plaintiff,  on  the 
day  it  was  £Qed,  namely,  the  19th  of  October  last,  to  sustain  it 
against  Colonel  Oardiner,  who  has  demurred,  and  against  the 
other  Defendants  who  cannot  demur,  but  who^  no  doubt,  if  they 
could,  would  take  the  same  course  of  defence. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  Plaintiff  can  or 
cannot  maintain  this  suit,  there  have  been  so  many  authorities 
cited,  and  so  many  principles  adverted  to,  and  I  have  myself  had 
occasion  to  consider  the  subject  so  often— some  of  the  decisions 
cited  being  mine — that  I  may  consider  the  law  to  stand  thus :  In 
all  matters  of  internal  regulation  of  a  company  where  the  company 
has  acted  within  its  own  powers,  an  individual  shareholder  cannot 
sustain  a  bill  in  this  Court  relating  exclusively  to  such  internal 
affairs  of  the  company.  If,  therefore,  the  directors  are  acting 
in  .one  modoi  and  a  shareholder  thinks  it  would  be  much  more 
wise  to  act  in  another  mode  in  a  matter  of  internal  arrangement, 
he  must  be  bound  by  the  will  of  the  majority ;  and  his  proper 
course  is,  not  to  come  to  this  Court  for  relief,  but  to  call  a  meet* 


v., 
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ing  of  the  shareholders,  in  pursuance  of  the  constitution  of  the     Y.-O.  M. 
company,  to  take  the  decision  of  the  majority,  which  must  be  bind-       1875 
I  ing  upon  him.    That  is  the  rule  when  the  directors  are  acting  MaoDougall 

I  within  the  line  of  their  authority.    That  was  decided  in  the  cases    q^jJ^^^j^ 

of  F<m  y.  HarlotUe  (1),  MozHey  v.  Alston  (2),  and  in  a  case  of  Lord       — 
j  y.  Company  of  Copper  Miners  (3),  which  all  go  upon  the  same 

principle,  which  is,  that  as  to  the  internal  arrangements  of  the 
company  a  bill  cannot  be  sustained.  I  take  it  to  be  equally 
clear  that  if  a  company  exceeds  the  limits  of  its  authority  in  the 
exercise  of  its  powers,  that  is,  goes  beyond  its  constitution,  as,  for 
instance,  if  a  coal  mining  company  were  to  embark  in  smelting 
iron,  then  any  indiyidual  shareholder  can  sustain  a  bill  to  preyent 
their  going  beyond  their  powers.  I  stated  this,  I  belieye  correctly, 
in  a  passage  in  my  judgment  in  Oray  y.  Lewis  (4):  '*It  was 
strongly  urged  that  thb  is  not  a  case  in  which  a  shareholder  can 
maintain  the  suit  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  shareholders, 
because  the  right  of  maintaining  such  a  suit  is  limited  to  cases  in 
which  the  acts  complained  of  are  viUra  vires  of  the  company,  that 
the  acts  here  complained  of  are  capable  of  being  released  or  con- 
firmed by  the  company,  and  that  the  company  itself  are,  therefore, 
the  only  proper  Plaintiffs,  on  the  principle  of  Foss  y.  HwrbolBe 
and  Mozley  y.  Alston.  But  here  the  yery  ground  of  the  com- 
plaint is  that  the  guarantee  giyen  by  the  company  was  beyond  its 
powers,  and  the  case,  therefore,  is  one  in  which  the  bill  is  properly 
filed  by  a  shareholder  to  assert  the  rights  of  himself  and  his  co- 
shareholders  against  the  illegal  acts  of  the  company,  and  it  falls, 
in  my  opinion,  within  the  principle  of  the  present  Lord  Chancel- 
lor's decision,  when  Vice-chancellor,  in  Aticool  Y.Merryweatiier(5). 
This  objection  to  the  frame  of  the  suit,  therefore,  in  my  opinion, 
fails."  If,  therefore,  the  acts  complained  of  are  acts  beyond  the 
powers  of  the  company,  an  indiyidual  shareholder  can  maintain  a 
suit  to  keep  them  within  the  limits  of  their  authority. 

But  there  are  other  acts  which,  I  think,  a  shareholder  can  sus- 
tain a  bUl  to  restrain  besides  acts  beyond  the  authority  of  the 
company.    When  the  company  itself  is  guilty  of  improper  or 

(1)  2  Hare,  461.  (3)  2  Ph.  740. 

(2)  1  Ph.  790.  (4)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  541. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  464,  n. 
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y.-G.  M.  fraudulent  conduct^  as  when  ihe  directors  act  in  an  overbearing 
1875  manner,  which  is  as  much  beyond  their  power  as  if  they  were 
MacBouoall  going  into  foreign  objects,  because  it  is  their  duty  to  act  fairly  and 
"  G  DINER  honourably  in  the  conduct  of  the  business,  or  if  they  act  in  a 
—  fraudulent  manner,  I  take  it  that  an  individual  shareholder  can 
maintain  a  bill  to  restrain  them  from  such  acts.  I  believe  the  law 
is  correctly  stated  in  the  passage  of  Mr.  Justice  LincUey^s  treatise 
on  the  Law  of  Partnership,,  which  was  cited  by  Mr.  Olasse  (1),  in 
which  it  is  said,  "  A  Court  of  Equity  will  not  interfere  between 
partners  merely  because  they  do  not  agree.  It  is  no  part  of  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  settle  all  partnership  squabbles ;  it  expects 
from  every  partner  a  certain  amount  of  forbearance  and  good 
feeling  towards  his  co-partner ;  and  it  does  not  regard  mere  pas^ 
sing  improprieties  arising  from  infirmities  of  temper  as  sufficient 
to  warrant  a  decree  for  dissolution  or  an  order  for  an  injunction 
or  a  receiver."  In  support  of  this  view  many  authorities  are 
cited,  and  he  continues :  ''  And  when  partners  have  themselves 
agreed  that  the  management  of  their  affairs  should  be  intrusted  to 
one  or  more  of  them  exclusively,  the  Cuurt  will  not  remove  the 
managers,  or  interfere  with  them,  unless  they  are  clearly  acting 
illegally  and  in  breach  of  the  trust  reposed  in  them."  Then 
comes  this  passage :  *'  This  principle  has  been  extended  to  com- 
panies, and,  as  a  general  rule,  it  may  be  stated  that  a  Court  of 
Equity  will  not  interfere  between  members  of  companies  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  duties  arising  out  of  matters  which  are  pro- 
perly the  subject  of  internal  regulation.  It  will  not  interfere  to 
control  a  majority  unless  it  sees  that  the  majority  has  been  or  is 
doing  or  is  about  to  do  that  which  it  is  illegal  even  for  a  majority 
to  do." 

Therefore,  upon  that  principle,  wherever  the  Court  sees  that 
the  acts  to  be  restrained  are  not  merely  ultra  vires^  but  of  a  frau- 
dulent character,  or  acts  which  even  the  majority  ought  not  to 
be  permitted  to  do,  this  Court  will  entertain  a  bill  to  restrain 
such  acts,  and  it  is  in  vain  to  demur  to  such  a  bill  upon  those 
grounds. 

Therefore  I  desire  to  be  understood  as  expressing  the  opinion, 
first,  that  when  the  acts  complained  of  are  vitra  vires,  and, 

(1)  3rd  Ed.  p.  936. 
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secondly,  when  they  are  not  ultra  vires,  but  are  of  a  fraudulent  or    J.-C.  M. 
improper  character,  then  the  remedy  of  the  shareholders  is  to  file       1875 
a  bill  in  this  Court  to  restrain  those  improper  acts  because  of  their  maoDouoall 
being  fraudulent  or  having  an  improper  tendency,  and  the  objects    ^    ^' 
of  the  company  being  to  act  fairly  and  properly  in  all  transactions,       — 
they  are  just  as  much  uUra  vires  as  if  they  were  for  a  purpose 
foreign  to  the  constitution  of  the  company. 

If  I  am  right  in  that  conclusion,  it  follows  that  the  question 
here  is  whether  the  allegations  of  this  bill  shew  conduct  on  the 
part  of  the  directors,  or  on  the  part  of  the  company,  which  it  is 
impossible  for  the  directors  of  the  company  to  pursue. 

[His  Honour  then  read  those  clauses  of  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion stated  above,  and  read  and  commented  on  the  paragraphs  of 
the  bill  relating  to  the  meeting  of  the  14th  of  October,  and  con- 
tinued : — "] 

If  the  chairman  has  the  absolute  power  of  declaring  that  the 
meeting  concurs  in  a  resolution,  and  his  declaration  is  conclusive, 
tins  meeting  was  properly  adjourned,  and  the  great  bulk  of  the 
Plaintiff's  complaint  falls  to  the  ground.  But  I  am  of  opinion 
that  he  has  not  such  an  absolute  power,  and  it  would  be  very  unrea- 
sonable if  he  had,  because  there  might  be  a  chairman  capable  of 
acting  in  an  unfair  and  fraudulent  manner;  and  although  the 
voice  of  the  meeting  were  one  way,  he  might  declare  it  to  be 
another,  and  therefore  all  assemblies  require  to  be  protected 
against  that  kind  of  conduct^  and  this  company  is  protected  by 
the  50th  of  the  articles  of  association.  The  demand  for  the  poll 
was  duly  signed  and  handed  to  the  chairman  of  the  company,  and 
I  have  no  hesitation  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  he  was 
bound  to  accede  to  the  demand.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
consider  whether  a  poll  should  be  then  and  there  or  at  some  future 
time  taken,  because  it  was  not  on  that  ground  that  the  chairman 
refused  the  poll,  but  he  absolutely  declined  to  take  any  poll  what- 
•ever,  and  made  his  own  voice  conclusive,  which  by  the  constitution 
of  the  company  it  was  not  That  was  so  improper  a  proceediDg, 
that,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  of  itself  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  come 
to  this  Court  to  ask  for  relief. 

Then  it  does  not  depend  on  that  only.  I  must  take  every 
allegation  and  statement  properly  pleaded  and  alleged  to  be  true. 
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y.-G.  II.     [His  Honour  then  read  and  commented  on  the  remaining  para* 
1875       graphs  of  the  bill,  and  continued : — ] 
MacDougall      Upon  the  &ce  of  this  bill  the  directors  are  charged  with  in- 
Gabdiker.    ^G^^J^^g  ^  defraud  the  shareholders,  and  to  carry  those  fraudulent 
—       intentions  into  effect  by  means  of  holding  a  colourable  meeting, 
packed  and  composed  of  individual  shareholders  of  small  amount^ 
and  by  not  allowing  the  shareholders  who  are  represented  by  their 
proxies  to  have  any  voice  in  the  matter,  and  thus  carrying  their 
fraudulent  intentions  into  effect ;  and  to  such  a  bill  as  that  the 
Defendant  has  thought  fit  to  demur.    It  is  very  true  that  he  indi- 
vidually was  not  present  at  the  meeting ;  so  far,  therefore,  he  i» 
not  accused  of  being  a  party  to  the  transactions.    But  if,  where 
there  are  these  charges  of  fraudulent  conduct,  and  fraudulent 
conduct  being  beyond  the  powers  of  a  company,  this  Court 
cannot  be  resorted  to  by  an  individual  shareholder  who  cannot 
command  a  majority  to  enable  him  to  use  the  name  of  the  com- 
pany, there  would  be  power  in  the  directors  of  a  company  to  carry 
into  effect  any  fraudulent  scheme  they  might  think  fit  to  adopt. 

Now  many  cases  have  been  cited.  I  have  adverted  to  some  of 
them,  and  I  think  the  case  which  Mr.  Olasse  relied  on  particularly,, 
the  case  of  Menier  v.  Hooper's  Tehgraph  Works  (1),  where  an 
individual  shareholder  sustained  a  bill  charging  fraudulent  conduct 
by  the  majority  of  shareholders,  on  the  principle  that  it  was 
beyond  his  power  otherwise  to  prevent  such  conduct  taking  place. 

The  case  of  Atuoool  v.  Merryweather  (2)  was  a  remarkable  one  also,, 
and  I  had  occasion  to  refer  to  it  in  the  case  of  Gray  v.  Lewis  (3) ; 
for  there,  although  the  Vice-chancellor  Wood  was  compelled  to 
allow  a  majority  of  the  members  of  a  company  to  take  a  bill  filed 
in  the  name  of  the  company  off  the  file,  yet,  on  the  proof  of  the 
existence  of  fraudulent  conduct  on  the  part  of  some  of  the 
members,  he  allowed  the  bill  to  be  sustained  by  individual 
shareholders. 

On  these  grounds,  therefore,  being  of  opinion  that  the  allegations 
of  this  bill  do  shew  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  governing 
body,  that  there  has  been  a  mischief  committed  which  ought  not 
to  continue,  and  that  it  is  shewn  on  the  allegations  in  the  bill» 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  350.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  464,  n. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  541. 
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which  are  admitted  to  be  trae  npon  demurrer,  that  there  is  con-     Y.-O.  H. 
duct  which  is  illegal,  or  which  a  majority  ought  not  to  adopt,  the       1875 
suit  can,  in  my  opinion,  be  sustained  in  the  name  of  an  indiTidual  MAoDoroALL 
shareholder.    The  demurrer,  therefore,  must  be  overruled,  with 
the  usual  result  as  to  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Fa2py  dt  Chaplin ;  Messrs.  Bisehof,  Bompaa, 
4&  Bisehoff. 


V. 

Gardinxb. 


GRAHAM  V.  Mcculloch.  v.^.  31. 

[1867    G.    171.]  ^^ 

June  29. 
i^arinershij^^Deeree  /or  DiBaolutUmn^Fwrckase  of  Buainess  hy  one  Partner —        -— 

Poseessian  under  the  Order  of  the  Court — Order  and  DuposUion — Consent 

of  the  true  Owner, 

By  the  decree  in  a  suit  a  partnership  between'  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 
was  dissolved,  and  the  business  and  partnership  property  were  ordered  to  be 
sold  as  a  going  concern,  either  party  being  at  liberty  to  bid.  Under  a  sub- 
sequent order  the  PlaintiCF  became  the  purchaser,  he  having  in  the  mean- 
time been  carrying  on  the  business  for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser.  Under 
the  order  approving  of  the  purchase  by  him  he  was  allowed  to  go  into  pos- 
session at  once  as  purchaser.  He  continued  in  possession  for  some  time,  and 
ultimately  became  bankrupt  ?— 

Edd^  that  under  the  oircumstanoes  the  business  and  partnership  property . 
were  in  the  order  and  dispositioQ  of  the  bankrupt  witii  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner. 

1  HIS  was  a  summous  to  vary  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  27th  of  November,  1867,  was 
for  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  formerly  existing  between  the 
Plaintiff  Ghrdham  and  Defendant  MeOuUoeh  in  the  business  of  a 
druggist,  seedsman,  and  herbalist,  carried  on  at  Oovent  Garden, 
and  a  decree  was  made  on  the  12th  of  December,  1867,  dissolving 
the  partnership  as  from  the  27th  of  November,  1867,  and  ordering, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  business,  stock-in-trade,  and  other 
property  and  effects  belonging  to  the  partnership,  and  the  good- 
will thereof,  should  be  sold  as  a  going  conoem,  and  giving  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant  liberty  to  bid  at  the  sale.  Ordham  was 
in  possession. 
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Y.-a  M.         By  an  order  of  the  Coart»  dated  the  23id  of  July,  1868,  made  in 

1875       Chamberfif,  an  offer  of  McOvJloeh  to  purchase  the  business,  stock-in* 

Graham     trade,  and  other  property  and  effects  belonging  to  the  partnership 

McCi^Ilocu.  ^^^  £4300  was  accepted,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  Defendant 

should,  on  or  before  the  8th  of  August,  1868,  pay  into  Court  to 

the  credit  of  the  cause  £430  as  a  deposit,  and  should  pay  the 
residue  of  the  purchase-money  into  Oourt  on  or  before  the  2l8t  of 
August,  and  that  upon  these  payments  being  made  the  Defendant 
should  be  let  into  possession  of  the  stock-in-trade,  property,  and 
effects  of  the  business,  and  all  securities  in  the  possession  of  the 
receiver  for  any  outstanding  personal  estate,  and  he  was  ordered 
also  to  pay  into  Court  interest  on  the  £4300  at  5  per  cent,  till 
payment  of  the  capital  to  be  invested  and  accumulated. 

MeOuIloeh  made  default  in  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  and 
Oraham  continued  in  possession  of  the  stock-in-trade  and  effects  of 
the  partnership.  By  an  order  of  the  21st  of  November,  1868,  it 
was  ordered  that,  notwithstanding  the  previous  order,  the  business, 
stock-in-trade,  and  effects  of  the  partnership,  and  the  good-will, 
should  be  re-sold  as  a  going  concern,  and  that  either  party  should 
have  liberty  to  bid  at  the  sale,  and  the  purchase-money  was  to  bo 
paid  into  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause. 

By  an  order  of  the  16th  of  March,  1869,  an  offer  by  the  Plain- 
tiff Oraham  to  buy  the  business  for  £3000  was  accepted,  and  he 
was  ordered  to  pay  interest  on  the  purchase-money  at  5  per  cent* 
till  payment  of  the  principal,  and  was  to  be  entitled  to  the  gains 
and  profits,  and  to  the  possession  of  the  stock-in-trade  and  the 
partnership  property  as  from  the  date  of  the  order. 

MeCtUloch  became  bankrupt  on  the  5th  of  November,  1869, 
and  the  suit  was  revived  against  his  assignee. 

Oraham  continued  in  possession,  but  paid  no  part  of  the 
purchase-money  of  the  business,  or  any  interest  thereon*  He  con- 
tinned  in  possession  till  the  29th  of  November,  1872,  when  he  filed 
a  petition  for  liquidation,  upon  which  petition  /.  /.  Saffery  was 
appointed  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  by  an  order  of  the  3rd  of 
April,  1873,  it  was  ordered  that  Saffery  should  be  at  liberty  to  sell 
the  business  to  Sidney  Oeorge  Hart,  who  was  the  receiver  in  the 
cause,  A.  H.  MaedonaJd,  and  McOuBoeh,  for  £3500,  to  be  paid  in 
instalments. 
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Under  Bubsequent  orders,  snms  of  £1048  159.  2d.,  and  £682  6«.,     v..c.  M. 
and  £200  is.  8d.,  representing  portions  of  the  pnrchase-moneyy       1S75 
were  paid  into  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause.  ^  Graham 

These  facts  appeared  from  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  which  ,,_^^' 

was  dated  the  19th  of  January,  1875,  and  he  also  found  that  the       

above-mentioned  sums  of  money  formed  part  of  the  partneiship 
assets. 

The  point  raised  by  the  summons  was  that  the  business  and 
partnership  effects  were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  Oraham  at 
the  date  of  his  bankruptcy  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner, 
and  consequently  that  the  purchase-money  of  £3500  belonged  to 
his  estate,  the  partnership  being  entitled  to  prove  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy for  the  £3000  purchase-money  agreed  to  be  paid  by  him, 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent 

Mr.  J.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JSorton  Smith,  for  the  trustee  in 
bankruptcy : — 

At  the  time  of  the  Flaintiff*s  bankruptcy  the  Court  was  the  true 
owner  of  the  business  and  partnership  assets,  and  he  was  put  into 
possession  of  them  under  the  order  of  the  Court  They  were 
therefore  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  with  the 
consent  of  the  true  owner.  On  the  bankruptcy  taking  place  the 
title  passed  to  the  bankruptcy  trustee,  and  the  purchase-money 
now  in  Court  belongs  to  the  estate,  and  must  be  divided  amongst 
the  creditors :  Ex  parte  Assignees  of  Brewster  and  West  (1). 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  A.  Lewin,  for  the  present  Plaintiff 
in  the  suit : — 

This  is  not  a  case  of  actual  assignment.  By  the  decree  there 
was  a  direction  to  sell  the  partnership  as  a  going  concern,  and  till 
sale  Oraham  remained  in  possession  for  the  benefit  of  the  partner- 
ship. All  that  the  order  of  the  16th  of  March,  1869,  did  was  to 
continue  him  in  possession.  The  Court  never  parted  with  the 
control,  and  might  have  resumed  possession  at  any  moment.  The 
only  difference  was  that-,  instead  of  accounting  for  the  profits,  he 
would  have  to  pay  5  per  cent,  on  the  capital.  There  was  nothing 
like  entry  by  him  into  possession  with  the  consent  of  the  true 

(I)  22  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  62. 
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y.-O.  M.     owner,  as  would  be  necessary  to  put  the  property  in  the  order  and 

1S75       disposition  of  the  bankrupt    If  there  had  been  an  assignment, 

Obaeam     the  case  would  have  been  brought  within  Ex  parte  AssigneeB  of 

MacO^Llooh  ^^^^i''^^  ^^  ^^  (X)  >  as  it  is,  the  case  is  exactly  like  Reynolds 

—       y.  BowUy  (2),  in  which  one  partner  had  allowed  the  other  hona  fide 

to  carry  on  the  business  ostensibly  as  his  own,  and  it  was  held 

that,  on  the  active  partner  becoming  bankrupt,  the  business  was 

not  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  tnth  the  consent 

of  the  true  owner.    Ex  parte  Cooper  (3)  shews  that  where  there  is 

no  actual  assignment  of  the  partnership  property  there  is  no 

reputed  ownership.    It  was  necessary,  in  order  to  effect  a  sale  of 

the  business  as  a  going  concern,  that  some  one  should  be  in  pos* 

session,  and  there  was  simply  left  there  the  person  who  was  known 

as  having  been  the  active  manager  for  the  partnership.    There  was 

no  holding  out  to  the  public  that  there  had  been  any  change  of 

ownership. 

Mr.  Pearson,  in  reply. 

Sib  B.  Mauns,  Y.C,  after  referring  to  the  facts,  continued : — 

I  think  there  cannot  be  a  doubt  that  the  effect  of  the  order  of 
the  19th  of  March,  1869,  was  to  put  Oraham  in  possession  as  sole 
owner  as  absolutely  as  could  be  done  by  any  assignment,  and  that 
I  am  bound  to  treat  him  as  such  from  that  time. 

Now,  it  is  said  on  one  side  that  the  business  belonged  to  the 
partnership  at  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  was  not  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  with  the  consent  of  the  true 
owner,  because  the  true  owner  was  the  Court,  and  the  Court  never 
intended  to  part  with  the  control.  In  my  opinion,  this  contention 
is  entirely  unsustainable,  and  every  principle  of  the  rule  as  to 
order  and  disposition  applies  to  the  present  case,  and  it  would  be 
monstrous  to  say  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  not  parted  with 
the  control  over  the  partnership  property.  I  was  surprised  y^en 
I  heard  such  a  proposition. 

I  think  that  all  the  cases  cited  in  opposition  to  Ex  parte 
Assignees  of  Brewster  dt  West  proceed  on  the  ground  that  there 

(1)  22  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  62.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  41,  474. 

(8)  1  M.  D.  &  D.  358. 
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was  a  joint  owneiship  still  subsisting  in  the  partneiship  property.     V.-O.  M. 
In  that  case  two  persons  who  had  carried  on  business  in  partner*        1875 
ship  disBolved  the  partnership,  and  gave  notice  of  the  dissolution     obaham 
in  the  Gazette,  and  by  a  circular  to  the  debtors  required  the  debts  ^^^q^^j^ock^ 
to  be  paid  to  one  of  the  firm ;  and  by  the  deed  of  dissolution  the        — 
plant  and  other  partnership  effects  were  assigned  to  the  same 
partner,  and  it  was  stipulated  that  he  should  pay  the  partnership 
debts,  and  pay  to  the  other  the  value  of  his  share  of  the  plant  and 
other  effects.    This  partner  became  bankrupt  without  having  paid 
the  price  of  the  other  partner's  share  in  the  partnership  effects, 
and  it  was  held  that,  while  the  debts  remained  the  property  of  the 
firm,  the  plant  and  effects  were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner  and  passed  to  the 
assignees.    The  Lord  Justice  Turner,  in  giving  judgment,  after 
referring  to  the  recital  of  the  facts  in  the  deed  of  dissolution, 
says  (1)  :  *'  That  recital  is,  to  my  mind,  convincing  evidence  that 
these  parties  had  come  to  an  agreement  that  Brewster  should  be 
sole  owner  of  the  property."    So  that  it  is  clear  that  the  decision 
turned  upon  the  principle  that  the  parties  had  terminated  the 
joint  ownership. 

The  first  in  order  of  date  of  the  cases  cited  in  opposition  was 
Ex  parte  Cooper  (2).  There  two  persons  agreed  to  dissolve  partner- 
ship by  a  particular  day,  and  to  publish  a  notice  to  that  effect  in 
the  Oazette,  stating  that  the  debts  due  to  the  firm  would  be 
received  and  paid  by  one  of  them.  He  remained  in  possession  of 
the  partnership  effects,  but  there  was  no  assignment  of  them  to 
him,  and  he  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  for  four  months, 
when  he  became  bankrupt,  and  it  was  held  that  the  partnership 
property  was  not  converted,  but  remained  the  joint  property  of 
both  the  partners.  Accordingly  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  decided 
that  the  joint  ownership  continued.  Sir  John  Cross,  in  giving 
judgment,  said  (3)  :  *'  There  is  no  question  in  this  case  but  that 
the  effects,  which  were  joint  property  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution, 
continued  to  be  the  joint  property,  as  between  the  parties,  up  to  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy ;  for  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  retiring 
partner  assigned  the  effects  to  the  continuing  partner;  on  the 

(1)  22  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  64.  (2)  1  M.  D.  &  D.  358. 

(3)  1  M.  D.  &  D.  363. 
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V.-O.  H.     contrary,  it  is  admitted  that  there  was  no  assignment  or  agreement 

1875       to  assign ;  and  in  the  instrument  of  dissolution  it  is  stipulated 

Obahax     that  the  effects  were  left  in  the  possession  of  JohnaUm  to  pay  the 

MocJ^LooH.  ^^^^  ^f  ^^  partnership."    The  decision  therefore  turned  on  the 

-^^^       &ct  that  the  joint  ownership  continued. 

Then  the  other  case  cited  was  Reynolds  v.  Bowley  (I).  That  was 
a  question  whether  the  tad  of  one  of  two  partners  being  a  dormant 
partner  entitled  the  assignees  of  the  active  partner  on  his  becoming 
bankrupt  to  the  entire  effects  of  the  partnership,  and  it  was  decided 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  reyersing  the  decision  of  the  Oourt 
below,  that  the  partnership  assets  were  not  in  the  order  and  dis- 
position of  the  bankrupt  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner.  The 
judgment,  which  was  very  long,  was  based  on  the  priuciple  that 
the  joint  ownership  never  ceased. 

In  the  present  case  there  was  a  dissolution  of  partnership.  Then 
the  business  and  partnership  effects  were  sold  to  Chrdhamy  and 
although  there  was  no  assignment,  they  became  his  property, 
because  there  was  the  order  of  the  Court  putting  him  in  posses- 
sion, and  although  there  was  power  in  the  Court  to  resume  pos- 
session, and  the  Court  might  have  exercised  the  power  before  the 
bankruptcy,  and  in  that  case  there  would  have  been  no  case  of 
order  and  disposition ;  yet  since  the  Court  had  not  done  so,  the 
business  and  effects  remained  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  passed  to  the  trustee  under  the  bankruptcy.  I 
think,  however,  that  each  party  ought  to  bear  his  own  costs.  The 
trustee  will  take  the  fund  in  Court  and  pay  his  own  costs  out  of  it. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Stocken  &  Jupp  ;  Messrs.  Lewin  <&  Co. 

(1)  Law  Eep.  2  Q.  B.  41,  474. 
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FOX  V.  AMHUBST.  v.a m. 

[1873    F.     75.]  1875 

Common  Lands — Compensation — Distribution — Stint — By4aws — Lands  Clauses       J^^^ 

Consolidation  Act^  1845,  s.  104. 

The  copyhold  tenants  of  a  manor  were  entitled  to  common  of  pasture 
upon  certain  wastes  and  lammas  lands  subject  to  by-laws  made  by  the 
homage,  and  such  rights  were  preserved  after  enfranchisement.  The  last 
by«law6,  made  in  1835,  provided  that  every  copyholder  and  freeholder  should 
be  entitled  to  turn  on  one  head  of  cattle  for  every  £10  of  annual  value  of  his 
lands  and  tenements,  provided  that  the  whole  number  should  not  exceed 
thirty ;  and  that  every  occupier  of  any  copyhold  or  freehold  lands  should  be 
entitled  to  turn  on  a  certain  number  of  cattle  according  to  the  rental  or 
annual  value  of  his  lands  and  tenements.  Portions  of  the  common  lands 
were  taken  compulsorily,  and  compensation  for  the  rights  of  common  was 
paid  to  a  committee  of  the  copyholders : — 

Udd^  that  such  compensation  was  divisible  among  the  copyhold  tenants  of 
the  manor  and  the  freeholders  within  the  manor  according  to  the  stint  fixed 
by  the  first  clause  of  the  by-laws. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  division  of  certain  sums  of  mooey,  being 
<X)mpen8ation  for  rights  of  common  over  land  taken  compulsorily. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  four  Plaintiffs  on  behalf  of  all  the  copy- 
hold tenants  of  the  manor  of  Haekn&i/j  called  ''  LordsTicld,'*  tod 
the  owners  of  enfranchised  copyholds  within  the  same  manor.  The 
Defendants  were  the  trustees  of  the  funds  paid  by  way  of  com- 
pensation,  one  of  them  being  also  the  lord  of  the  manor.  The 
manor  included  certain  commons  and  wastes,  one  of  which  was 
called  Nemnfftott  Common^  and  certain  lammas  lands,  two  of  which 
were  called  Sachney  Marsh  and  Hackney  Dotona^ 

The  lammas  lands  were  owned  in  severalty  during  the  close 
portion  of  the  year,  as  to  part  by  the  lord  of  the  manor,  as  to 
other  parts  by  various  copyholders,  and  as  to  the  residue  by  various 
freeholders ;  and  the  lammas  lands  during  the  open  portion  of  the 
year,  and  the  commons  or  wastes  during  the  whole  year,  formed 
a  common  pasture  under  the  management  of  the  homage  of  the 
manor,  who  had  from  time  to  time  made  by-laws  respecting  it  at 
their  general  Courts. 

In  the  reign  of  James  I.  an  arrangement  was  made  between 
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y.G. M.     Lord  WetUworthy  the  then  lord  of  the  manor  and  of  the  adjacent 
1875       manor  of  Stepney ,  and  the  bulk  of  his  copyhold  tenants,  which 
Fox        ^^  embodied  in  an  indenture  with  a  schedule  of  the  rights  of  the- 
Am^rst     copyholders,  and  was  confirmed  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
—       Chancery  and  a  private  Act  of  Parliament.    This  arrangement 
included  a  provision  that  the  copyholders  after  enfranchisement; 
should  enjoy  the  like  common  of  pasture  as  before;   and  the 
schedule  contained  articles  which  provided  that  the  homage  should 
yearly  choose  certain  customary  tenants  to  be  drivers  and  viewers* 
of  the  wastes  and  commons  of  the  manors,  who  were  to  have- 
authority  to  drive  the  commons  at  any  time  when  they  found  them 
surcharged,  and  to  impound  the  cattle  so  taken.    And  that  the* 
copyhold  and  customary  tenants  should  make   by-laws  at  their 
general  Courts  when  need  should  require,  and  the  said  by-laws^ 
were  to  bind  all  the  copyhold  tenants  of  the  manors. 

The  homage  accordingly  made  by-laws  from  time  to  time,  the^ 
last  occasion  being  the  28th  of  April,  1835,  when  by-laws  were 
passed  in  the  following  words : — 

"  That  every  copyholder  and  freeholder  of  lands  and  tenements 
within  this  manor  shall  be  entitled  to  common  of  pasture  fer 
one  head  of  cattle  for  every  £10  annual  value  of  his  said  landa 
and  tenements :  Provided  always  that  the  whole  number  to  any 
one  copyholder  or  freeholder  shall  not  exceed  thirty,  and  that, 
such  copyholder  or  freeholder  shall,  on  or  before  the  12th  day  of 
August  in  every  year,  daim  such  right»  in  default  of  which  claim- 
the  same  shall  be  transferable  to  the  oocupieis  of  such  lands  or 
tenements  respectively  in  rateable  proportions  in  addition  to  their 
own  rights  as  occupiers. 

"That  every  occupier  of  any  copyhold  or  freehold  lands  or 
tenements  within  tbis  manor  shall  be  entitled  to  common  or 
pasture  when  his  or  her  rent  or  annual  value  is  at  or  under  £  ^0' 
a  year  to  three  head  of  cattle,  £15  to  six,  £20  to  nine,  £25  to 
twelve,  £30  to  fifteen,  £35  to  eighteen,  £40  to  twenty-one,  £45  to- 
twenty-five,  £50  to  thirty,  and  one  head  only  for  every  £5  above 
£50." 

By  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  117,  the  East  London  WcUerworka  Company 
were  empowered  to  take  a  portion  of  Hackney  Marsh  for  the  pur- 
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poses  of  their  andertaking ;   and  the  24th  section  of  the  Act     v..c.  H. 
recited  that  this  land  was  a  portion  of  the  lammas  lands  of  the       1375 
aforesaid  manor,  and  directed  one  gross  sum  to  be  ascertained  for       "^ 
the  aggregate  value  of  all  the  rights  of  common  of  pasture  over         ^\ 

the  same  land,  and  paid  to  six  copyholders  named  in  the  Act^  to       

Ae  intent  that  it  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  land 
ito  be  attached  to  the  lammas  lands. 

A  sum  of  money  was  paid  accordingly  under  this  Act,  but  it  was 
€ound  impossible  to  purchase  other  land,  owing  to  the  great  value 
of  land  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  the  fact  that  the  money  only 
represented  rights  of  common  during  a  portion  of  the  year,  and 
CO  one  would  subject  land  to  such  rights. 

A  further  portion  of  Eachney  Marsh  was  taken  under  the 
Lea  Navigation  Improvement' Act^  1850 ;  and  portions  of  Ho/dkney 
Bourns  and  Newingion  Commony  the  former  lammas  land,  and  the 
latter  manorial  waste,  were  taken  under  the  Ghreai  Eastern  Bailway 
(Metropolitan  Station  and  BaUways)  Act,  1864.  Each  of  the  two 
last-mentioned  Acts  incorporated  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845 
{8  Vict.  0.  18),  which,  after  directing  the  appointment  of  a  com- 
mittee, of  commoners  and  the  payment  to  such  committee  of  the 
•compensation  for  the  rights  of  common  in  the  lands  taken,  pro- 
vides by  the  104th  section  in  the  following  words :  ''  And  such 
compensation  when  received  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  committee 
among  the  several  persons  interested  therein  according  to  their 
respective  interests." 

Sums  amounting  to  upwards  of  £2000  were  paid  under  these 
Acts  to  committees  of  the  copyholders,  the  last  sum  being  paid  in 
Eebruary,  1873,  and  the  bill  was  filed  in  the  July  following.  A 
petition  was  brought  on  with  the  suit,  praying  that  the  fund  in 
Court  might  be  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  suit,  which  was  ordered^ 
accordingly. 

At  the  hearing  it  was  considered  that,  under  the  above  circum- 
stances, all  the  freeholders  within  the  manor  must  be  considered 
AS  standing  in  the  position  of  enfranchised  copyholders,  and  in- 
quiries were  accordingly  directed  to  ascertain  who  were  the  free- 
holders within  the  manor,  as  well  as  who  were  the  copyhold  tenants 
of  the  manor,  and  whether  they  elected  to  take  the  first  of  the 
above-mentioned  funds,  which  was  called  the  Waterworks  Fund,  in 
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y.^.  M.     money,  instead  of  haying  it  laid  out  in  land,  and  what  were  the 

1875        annual  values  of  their  respective  tenements. 

"^  Advertisements  were  issued  accordingly,  and  claims  were  sent  in 

^^^      on  behalf  of  142  copyholders  and  41  freeholders,  who  all  elected 

to  take  the  Waterworks  Fund  in  mouey,  and  proved  the  values  of 

their  various  tenements.  The  Chief  Clerk  also  made  a  list  of 
thirty-four  other  freeholders,  whose  names  occurred  in  various  en- 
franchisement deeds,  but  who  had  put  in  no  claim.  The  copyholders 
were  included  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate, 
the  forty-one  freeholders  who  claimed,  in  the  first  part  of  the 
second  schedule,  and  the  thirty-four  names  of  persons  who  did  not 
claim,  in  the  second  part  of  the  second  schedule. 

The  trustees  of  a  charity,  called  Sir  John  Ooas^s  Charity^  weie 
one  of  the  largest  landowners  within  the  manor,  the  annual  value 
of  their  estates  being  about  £30,000,  and  it  was  arranged  that 
they  should  appear  at  the  hearing  on  further  consideration,  and 
urge  the  view  most  favourable  to  the  large  landholders.  In  like 
manner,  one  of  the  other  claimants  appeared  to  support  a  view 
more  favourable  to  some  of  the  small  holders. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 

;    Mr.  J.  Pearsany  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Tys$en,  for  the  Plaintifb : — 

We  contend  that  the  fund  should  be  divided  amongst  the  tenants 
of  the  manor  according  to  the  stint  fixed  by  the  first  clause  in  the 
by-laws.  That  is  to  say,  each  tenant  should  take  one  share  for 
every  £10  of  annual  value  of  his  tenement  up  to  £300 ;  all  over 
£300  should  take  thirty  shares,  and  all  under  £10  one  share. 

This  view  is  supported  by  the  analogy  to  be  drawn  from  sect.  22 
of  the  Oeneral  Inclomre  Act,  8  &  9  Yic  t.  c.  118.  That  Act  authorizes 
a  certain  proportion  in  number  and  value  of  a  body  of  commoners 
to  make  an  application  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  Act ;  and  th^ 
defines  how  the  proportional  value  of  the  interests  of  various  com- 
moners shall  be  estimated  in  the  di£ferent  cases,  one  of  which  is,, 
that  in  case  such  interests  shall  be  in  respect  of  rights  in  a  gated 
or  stinted  pasture,  or  of  other  rights  defined  by  numbers  or  stints,, 
the  estimate  shall  be  made  ''according  to  the  proportional 
amounts  of  their  respective  numbers  or  stints.** 

As  to  the  thirty-four  freeholders  whose  names  occur  in  enfrau* 
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cbisement  deedsy  we  sabmit  that  as  they  have  not  claimed  they  T.-a  M. 
should  be  omitted.    The  lands  may  have  been  alienated  sinee  the       187& 
enfranchisement,  and  as  we  know  that  enfranchisements  are  fre-        p]^ 

quently  made  in  view  of  sales,  it  is  most  probable  that  ma^ay  of  ^^* 
them  have  been  so  alienated,  — — » 

Mr.  Qlasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  FranMen,  for  the  Defendants,  the 
trustees,  took  no  part  in  the  argument  as  to  the  principle  of 
division. 

Mr.  B.  B.  Rogers^  and  Mr.  Finch,  for  Sir  John  Oass*8  Charity : — 

We  oomtend  that  the  fund  should  be  divided,  not  in  proportion 
to  the  number  of  cattle  that  each  tenant  might  turn  on  of  hm 
own,  but  in  proportion  to  the  total  number  that  might  be  turned 
on  by  each  tenant  and  his  under-tenants  together.  The  second 
clause  of  the  by-laws  gives  a  right  to  the  under-tenants,  and 
though  that  right  co;uld  not  be  reserved  by  a  lessor,  neverthelesa 
its  existence  enhances  the  letting  value  of  the  land,  and  so 
benefits  the  lessor,  and  on  the  right  being  impaired  by  loss  of 
some  of  the  common  land,  the  lessors  should  be  proportionately 
compensated  accordingly.  We  submit  that  this  view  is  supported 
by  Nash  v.  Coombs  (1). 

Mr.  Madaren,  for  some  of  the  owners  of  land  not  built  upon : — 

We  are  holders  of  land,  not  houses,  and  it  is  for  the  persons 
having  land  upon  which  the  cattle  can  be  levant  and  couchant 
that  the  right  of  pasturage  attaches.  When  a  man  builds  over 
his  land,  he  loses  the  right  to  depasture  cattle.  It  was  held  in 
Benscn  v.  Chester  (2)  that  a  claim  of  a  right  of  common  without 
stint  as  annexed  to  an  ancient  messuage  without  land,  could  not, 
as  such,  exist  at  law.  The  right  of  common  was  a  right  restricted 
by  levancy  and  couchancy,  and  in  that  case,  as  the  Defendant  did 
not  use  the  common  in  right  of  any  messuage  and  land  in  the 
parish  on  which  the  cattle  could  be  levant  and  couchant,  he  sur- 
charged the  common.  It  was  also  held  in  Scholes  v.  Sargreaves  (3) 
that  common  for  cattle  levant  and  couchant  could  not  be  claimed 
by  prescription  as  appurtenant  to  a  house  without  any  curtilage  or 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  51.  (2)  8  T.  R.  896.  (8)  6  T.  R.  46. 
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V.-C.  M.  land.  So  in  Oarr  v.  Lambert  (1)  it  was  held  that  a  right  of  com- 
1875  men  exercised  in  respect  of  a  tenement  formerly  in  a  condition  to 
Fox  support  cattle,  but  since  turned  to  different  purposes,  was  not 
extinguished  or  suspended  hj  reason  of  such  change  in  the  con- 
dition of  the  tenement^  if  the  tenement  was  still  in  such  ^  state 
that  it  might  easily  be  turned  to  the  purposes  of  feeding  cattle. 

We  therefore  claim,  on  behalf  of  those  tenants  of  the  manor 
who  have  land  upon  which  cattle  can  be  levant  and  oouohant,  to 
haye  the  sole  right  to  share  in  this  fund. 

Mr.  /.  Pearson  was  not  called  upon  to  reply,  but  referred  the 
Court  to  a  note  by  the  editor  to  the  case  of  Seholes  y.  Harffreaves  (2) 
to  this  effect :  *'  In  Biehardeon  y.  Squibb  (3)  it  was  ruled  by  HoU 
that  if  a  man  prescribe  for  common  for  a  certain  number  of  cattle 
as  appurtenant^  &c.,  it  is  not  necessary  or  material  to  shew  they 
were  leyant  and  couchant,  because  it  is  no  prejudice  to  the  owner 
of  the  soil,  for  that  the  number  is  ascertained. 

Sib  R  Halins,  V.C. : — 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  part  of  the  common  land  has  been 
taken  by  different  companies,  and  the  only  question  is  in  what 
proportion  the  money  payable  in  respect  of  the  land  so  taken 
should  be  divided  between  the  persons  who  have  common  rights 
upon  the  land.  In  the  ordinary  case  of  property  taken  by  a  com- 
pany under  an  Act  of  Parliament^  the  purchase-money  would  be 
payable  to  the  owners  of  the  property :  but  in  this  case  the  per- 
sons haying  common  rights  have  the  same  title  to  the  money 
produced  by  the  sale  of  the  common  as  if  the  land  had  remained 
unsold.  That  right  is  prescribed  by  certain  by-laws  made  on  the 
28th  day  of  April,  1835.  By  these  by-laws  it  is  provided: 
''  That  every  copyholder  and  freeholder  of  lands  and  tenements 
within  the  manor  shall  be  entitled  to  common  of  pasture  for  one 
head  of  cattle  for  every  £10  annual  value  of  his  lands  and  tene- 
ments :  Provided  always^  that  the  whole  number  to  any  one  copy- 
holder or  freeholder  shall  not  exceed  thirty,  ani  that  such  copy- 
holder or  freeholder  shall  on  or  before  the  12th  day  of  August 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ex.  168.  (2)  5  T.  R.  46. 

(3)  1  Ld.  Raym.  726. 
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in  every  year  claim  such  right,  in  default  of  which  claim  the      Y.-CH. 
same  ahall  be  transferable  to  the  occupiers  of  such  lands  or  tene-        1875 
ments  respectively  in  rateable  proportions,  in  addition  to  their        3^ 
o\m  right  as  occupiers."    That  clause,  therefore,  provides  against 
any  overwhelming  influences  by  persons  who  may  hold  property 
of  great  value,  and  such  persons  will  not  have  a  right  to  pasture 
more  than  thirty  head  of  cattle.    It  applies  only  to  those  who  are 
not  occupiers  of  land.    Then  comes  the  following  clause,  which  is 
this :  **  That  every  occupier  of  any  copyhold  or  freehold  lands  or 
tenements  within  this  manor  shall  be  entitled  to  common  of 
pasture  when  his  or  her  rent  or  annual  value  is  at  or  under  £10  a 
year  to  three  head  of  cattle,  £15  to  six,"  and  so  on  in  the  propor- 
tion of  three  head  of  cattle  for  every  £5  of  value  up  to  £50,  and 
one  head  only  for  every  £5  of  value  above  £50. 

It  has  been  argued  on  behalf  of  the  charity  that,  as  they  repre- 
sent property  worth  £32,000,  they  are  entitled  as  owners  and 
occupiers  to  turn  in  6200  head  of  cattle  in  respect  of  their  annual 
rental. 

If  they  are  owners  of  any  land  the  first  clause  applies ;  but  if 
they  are  occupiers  then  they  will  be  entitled  under  the  latter  clause. 
In  my  opinion,  the  money  must  be  divided  among  the  copyholders 
and  freeholders  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  first  clause — 
that  is,  among  the  persons  named  in  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate, 
omitting  the  freeholders  who  did  not  claim.  The  Plaintiff's  con- 
tention is,  therefore,  right,  and  the  decree  will  be  to  tax  the  costs 
of  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  and  other  parties  appearing  at 
this  hearing,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  allowing  to  the 
Defendants  the  trustees  any  charges  and  expenses  properly  in- 
curred by  them,  and  allowing  to  each  of  the  other  claimants  who 
have  put  in  a  claim  the  sum  of  £2  2$.  for  costs,  and  pay  all 
costs. 

Declare  the  residue  of  the  fund  divisible  between  the  freeholders 
and  copyholders  named  in  the  first  schedule,  and  the  first  part  of 
the  second  schedule  to  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  according  to 
the  stint  of  tenants  of  the  manor,  that  is,  each  claimant  to  have 
cue  share  for  every  £10  of  annual  value  up  to  £300 ;  any  under 
£1 0  to  have  one  share,  and  any  over  £300  to  have  thirty  shares. 

Direct  the  Chief  Clerk  to  apportion  the  fund  according  to  the 
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y.-€.M.  above  direction,  and  pay  the  shares  to  the  parties  in  the  first 
1875  schedule  and  the  first  part  of  the  second  schedule,  carrying  the 
Fox  shares  of  any  who  do  not  apply  for  payment  to  their  separata 
accounts. 


V. 

Amhubbt. 


Solicitors  for  the  Plaintifis  and  the  Trustees :  Messrs.  Chester  dr 
8om. 

Solicitors  for  Bir  John  Casals  Charity:  Messrs.  Glynes,  Son,  & 
Church. 


v..a  M.  FIELDEN  v.  ASHWORTH. 

1875  [1874    P.    60.] 

^^^yj'         Conatrudion  of  WiU — IHstrilnUion  among  Bdativea^^Statute  of  DistrilnUions, 

Gift  of  reddae  to  be  distributed  "to  my  relatives,  share  and  share  alike^ 
as  the  law  directs.*' 

ffeld  to  mean  &  distribution  nnder  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  per  stirpes 
and  not  per  capita, 

James  HODOSONy  by  his  will  dated  in  June,  1862,  gave  and 
bequeathed  '^  the  whole  of  my  property,  wheresoever  situated,  ta 
my  executors  and  trustees  of  this  my  will  on  trust,  and  I  request 
them  to  pay  all  my  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  then  dis- 
tribute the  residue  to  my  relatives,  share  and  share  alike,  as  th& 
law  directs." 

A  question  was  now  raised  upon  further  consideration  whether 
under  this  will  the  distribution  of  the  property  was  to  be  among 
all  the  testator's  relatives  in  equal  shares,  or  whether  it  was  to  b& 
in  such  proportions  among  the  relatives  of  dififerent  degrees,  as 
directed  by  the  StaitUe  of  Distributions. 

Mr.  Freeman,  for  the  trustees  and  executors,  submitted  the 
question  to  the  Court,  and  stated  that  if  the  estate  went  according^ 
to  the  Statute  of  Distrihutions  it  would  be  divided  into  four  shares,, 
but  if  it  went  equally  to  each  of  the  relatives  it  must  be  divided 
into  eleven  shares. 

Mr.  StaUardy  in  support  of  a  distribution  per  capita : — 

The  principle  which  should  govern  the  construction  of  ihe8& 


^ 
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words  is  well  laid  down  in  Jarman  oh  Wills  (1),  where  it  is     V.-0.  M. 
stated, ''  A  gift  to  relations  is  regulated  by  the  Statute  of  BUM'       1875 
huHona  only  so  far  as  regards  the  ascertainment  of  the  objects  of     foiIien 
the  gift.  The  statnte  does  not  determine  the  proportions  ia  which    .     *• ' 
they  take,  consequently  the  property  is  distributed  per  eapitUf       — — 
or  equally  among  the  several  indiyidual  objects  of  every  degree, 
not  per  stirpes,  or  proportionally  among  the  stocks.    A  contrary 
proposition  has  indeed  been  advanced,  chiefly  on  the  authority 
of  Pope  V.  WhUcombe  (2),  which,  however,  it  is  now  discovered 
decides  no  such  point :  Sugden  on  Powers  (3).  .  The  objects  once 
ascertained  take  per  eapUaJ' 

It  was  so  held  in  Thomas  v.  Sole  (4),  where  there  was  a  gift  of 
£500  to  relations,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them.  There  it 
was  confined  to  such  as  would  take  by  the  Statute  of  Dtstributions, 
but  their  shares  were  to  be  divided  per  capita.  The  same  rule 
prevailed  in  Bichardson  v.  Richardson  (5).  The  words  ''unto  and 
amongst "  are  equivalent  to  share  and  share  alike ;  therefore  if  this 
gift  had  been  to  relatives  according  to  the  statute,  share  and  share 
alike,  it  would  have  been  precisely  the  same  as  Bichardson  v. 
Bichardson.  The  principle  is  not  altered  by  the  addition  of  "  as 
the  law  directs,"  which  can  only  mean  ''  to  my  relatives  as  the  law 
directs  by  the  statute,  share  and  share  alike."  The  distribution 
should,  therefore,  be  amongst  all  the  relatives  within  the  statute, 
to  be  diYided  per  capita^ 

Mr.  Everitt,  in  support  of  the  opposite  view,  was  not  called  upon, 
but  cited  Booth  v.  Vicars  (6),  where  the  testator  gave  the  residue 
of  personal  estate,  after  the  death  of  A.  and  £.,  to  be  divided  to 
and  amongst  the  respective  next  legal  representatives  of  A,  and 
J3.,  share  and  share  alike,  and  it  was  held  that  the  next  of  kin  of 
A.  and  B.,  according  to  the  statute,  were  entitled  per  stirpes. 

SiB  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  question  turns  upon  these  few  words,  ''to  distribute  the 
residue  to  my  relatives,  share  and  share  alike,  as  the  law  directs." 

(1)  3rd  Ed.  vol  ii.  p.  109.  (4)  Cas.  t.  Tal.  251. 

(2)  3  Mer.  689.  (6)  14  Sim.  526. 

(3)  7tb  Ed.  vol.  ii.  pp.  246,  605.  (6)  1  Coll.  6. 
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y.-C.  M.  If  it  had  been  merely  a  gift  to  the  relatives,  share  and  share  alike, 
1875       then  the  relatives  would  have  included  only  those  under  the 

TiMLDKs  statute — a  class  easily  ascertiiiined — and  it  would  have  made  them 
AsBwoBTH.  **^®  P^  capita  and  not  per  stirpes;  but  he  adds,  "as  the  law 
—  directs."  What  does  he  mean  by  this  ?  Does  he  mean  that  the 
relatives  are  to  take  share  and  share  alike,  or  does  he  mean  them 
to  take  as  the  law  directs  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions  f  I 
think  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  that,  not  having  made  up 
his  mind  how  to  divide  his  property,  and  probably  not  knowing 
exactly  how  it  would  go  under  the  Statute  of  Distrtbutions,  he 
thought  it  better  to  leave  it  entirely  to  the  law,  having  confidence 
that  it  would  then  be  divided  in  the  most  proper  manner.  The 
only  mode  of  effecting  this  object  is  to  disregard  the  words  "  share 
and  share  alike,"  and  direct  the  property  to  be  divided  as  the  law 
directs — that  is,  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions. 

Solicitors  for  all  parties :  Messrs.  Euffhes  dt  Beadles. 


July  7. 


V-c.  M.         BEER  V.  LONDON  AND  PARIS  HOTEL  COMPANY. 

^^^  [1875    B.    196.] 

Contract  for  Sale — Specific  Performance — Company — decretory — Authorized 

Agent — Statute  qf  Frauds — Auctioneer. 

An  agreement  to  sell  property  to  the  Plaintiff  was  signed  for  a  company 
by  the  secretary,  who  was  allied  to  be  their  authorized  agent  The  agree- 
ment was  made  subject  to  conditions  of  sale,  and  it  was  alleged  that  the 
vendors  therein,  described  referred  to  the  company.  The  conveyance  was 
prepared  for  execution  when  the  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up^  and 
the  liquidator  repudiated  the  contract  on  the  ground  that  the  secretaxy  was 
not  an  authorized  agent  for  the  purpose  of  sale  : — 

ffeld,  on  demurrer,  that  the  allegations  in  the  bill  were  sufficient  to  shew 
that  the  secretary  was  the  authorized  agent  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the 
contract,  both  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  the  Companies  Act,  1867. 

Senibie,  that  a  contract  signed  by  an  auctioneer  on  behalf  of  an  undisclosed 
proprietor  is  a  valid  contract  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Demurrer, 

The  billy  which  was  filed  by  Julius  Beer,  stat^  as  follows :— 
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The  Lond(m  and  Paris  Hotel  Company  was  incorporated  on  the     V.-C.  M. 
29th  of  May^  1863.     Their  objects,  as  declared  by  the  memo-        1875 
randnm  of  assodatiooy  were,  amongst  other  things,  'Mhe  pnr«       beeb 
chasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  with  hotels,  houses,  and  Loj^^f^^ 
landed  or  other  property,  and  any  part  of  the  same  respectively.'*  P^Rrs  Hotel. 

In  the  year  1874  the  company  were  owners  of  certain  leasehold        

premises,  No.  54,  St  James's  Street,  which  were  held  under  a  lease 
expiring  in  September,  1889,  at  a  reserved  rent  of  £375  per 
annum,  and  No.  9,  Bennett  Street,  which  was  held  under  lease, 
expiring  at  Lady  Day,  1886,  at  a  reserved  rent  of  £420  per  annum, 
with  the  benefit  of  a  portion  of  No.  8  which  was  used  as  a  back 
staircase,  and  upon  which  £100  per  annum  was  paid,  the  whole 
being  subject  to  an  underlease  for  an  unexpired  term  of  six  years 
from  the  1st  of  April,  1874.  The  rent  reserved  in  this  underlease 
was  £1500  per  annum.  In  April,  1874,  the  company  were  desirous 
of  selling  their  interest  in  these  premises,  and  the  property  was 
offered  for  sale  by  auction  on  the  16th  of  April,  1874,  but  no  bid 
was  made,  and  the  property  remained  unsold. 

On  the  14th  of  July,  1874,  Mr.  Charles  John  Phipps,  as  agent 
for  the  Plaintiff,  called  on  Dr.  Beed,  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
pany, in  order  to  arrange  for  the  purchase  of  the  premises  by 
private  contract.  Dr.  Beed  not  being  at  home,  Mr.  Phipps  wrote 
to  him  the  following  letter : — 

''I  ci^Ued  on  you  this  afternoon  respecting  the  properties  leased 
by  the  company,  of  which  you  are  chairman.  I  understand  yon 
wish  to  part  with  your  fifteen  years'  lease.  If  so,  I  shall  be  happy 
to  give  you  £2000  for  all  the  interests  the  company  have  in 
these  two  premises.  I  have  written  to  Mr.  Baker,  and  should  be 
glad  to  hear  from  you  on  Friday." 

The  Mr.  BaJcer  referred  to  in  the  above  letter  was  the  secretary 
of  the  company,  and  the  following  letter  was  sent  to  him  by  Mr. 
Phipps  on  the  14th  of  July,  1874  :— 

**  Will  you  ascertain  for  me  the  exact  price  at  which  your  com- 
pany will  sell  their  interest  under  the  two  leases  of  No.  f  4,  St. 
James's  Street,  and  9,  Bennett  Street  f  I  have  called  upon  Dr, 
Beed,  but  he  was  out.    Perhaps  you  could  call  a  n^eeting  and  let 
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y.-a  M.  me  know  what  time  you  will  see  me  either  Friday  or  Saturday, 
1875  To  shew  you  that  I  am  not  asking  for  mere  curiosity,  I  beg  to 
BsEB       offer  you  £2000  for  all  the  interests  of  the  company." 

London  AND  0^  the  17th  of  July,  1874,  Mr.  Phipps,  as  such  agent  as  afore- 
Ck)¥PANY.  said,  saw  Messrs.  Comhe  &  Wainwright,  the  company's  solicitors, 
on  the  subject  of  the  proposed  purchase,  and  was  informed  by 
them  that,  as  the  fact  was,  the  company  would  sell  the  premises 
for  the  sum  of  £2500.  In  truth,  the  directors  of  the  company  had 
on  its  behalf,  and  in  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  on  them  by 
the  articles  of  association,  determined  to  accept  that  sum,  and 
their  determination  was  expressed  in  a  resolution  entered  on  the 
minutes  of  the  board. 

On  the  same  day  Mr.  Phipps,  on  the  Plaintiff's  behalf,  wrote  to 
Messrs.  Combe  &  WainwrigM  a  letter .  dated  the  17th  of  July, 
1874,  of  which,  omitting  formal  parts,  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"Referring  to  our  conversation  to-day  relative  to  the  lease- 
holds of  the  premises  No.  9,  Bennett  Street,  and  No.  54,  St.  James's 
Street,  now  held  by  the  London  and  Paris  Hotel  Company,  being 
the  property  put  up  for  sale  by  Mr.  Marsh  on  April  16tb,  1874, 
I  beg  to  say  that  my  clients,  the  freeholders  of  OrocTzfordHs, 
accept  your  offer  to  sell  the  same  for  the  sum  of  £2500,  and  they 
will  become  purchasers  at  that  price.  Kindly  send  me  a  letter  by 
return  to  ratify  the  above,  when  I  will  instruct  our  solicitors  to 
accept  the  abstract  of  title  from  you.'* 

On  the  18th  of  July,  1874,  Messrs.  Comhe  &  Waimoriffht,  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  sent  to  Mr.  Phipps  an  agreement  to  be 
signed  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff.  This  agreement  was 
partly  printed  on  and  partly  written  on  the  back  of  the  "  par- 
ticulars and  conditions  of  sale"  which  had  been  prepared  for  the 
aforesaid  attempted  sale  by  auction,  such  '*' particulars  and  con- 
ditions of  sale  "  and  agreement  constituting  one  entire  document. 
This  document  set  out  the  interest  of  the  vendors  in  the  before- 
mentioned  premises,  and  it  provided  for  the  delivery  by  the 
vendors  of  the  abstract  of  title,  including  an  agreement  made 
between  Lionel  Lawson  and  JtUim  Beer  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
London  and  Paris  Hotel  Company  of  the  other  part,  and  that  no 
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requisition  should  be  made  in  respect  of  that  agreement ;  and  y.^.  m. 

this  document  also  contained  a  statement  that  the  particulars  1975 
and  conditions  of  sale,  and  plans,  might  be  obtained  of  Messrs. 


Oomhe  &  Wain/wrighi.  solicitors.     The  name  of  the  company  did  ,      «* 
not  appear.  Pabib  Hotkl 

The  bill  then  stated  that  the  terra  "  vendor,"  wherever  used    ^f^^- 
in  the  particulars  and  conditions,  was  intended  to  refer  to  ^the 
company,  who  were,  in  fact,  the  vendors  of  the  premises.    The 
agreement  on  the  back  of  the  particulars  and  conditions  was  in 
the  following  terms : — 

''  I,  Charles  Phippa,  hereby  acknowledge  that  I  have  this  day 
purchased  the  property  mentioned  and  described  in  the  particu- 
lars of  sale  at  or  for  the  sum  of  £2500.  I  hereby  agree  and  bind 
myself,  and  my  executors  and  administrators,  to  complete  this  my 
said  purciiase  in  accordance  with  and  subject  to  the  foregoing 
particulais  and  conditions  of  sale,  so  far  as  such  conditions  are 
applicable  to  a  sale  by  private  contract. 

«  Dated  the  19th  day  of  July,  1874." 

Mr.  Phipps  wrote  into  the  said  agreement  his  name  and  address, 
and  signed  his  own  name  thereto.  In  this  he  acted,  as  he  had  done 
throughout,  to  the  full  knowledge  of  the  company,  as  the  agent  of 
the  Plaintiff.  Mr.  Phippa  at  once  forwarded  the  agreement  thus 
signed  to  Messrs.  Comhe  &  WainwrigJit  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
and  they,  on  the  20th  of  July,  1874,  acknowledged  its  receipt. 
On  the  same  day  Messrs.  ChnJbe  &  Wainwright  wrote  to  Mr. 
Phippa  stating  that  tbey  had  seen  the  secretary  of  the  company, 
and  had  gone  into  the  matter  with  him,  and  he  had  suggested 
that  a  question  might  arise  about  the  staircase  which  would  re- 
quire consideration,  but  as  the  subject  did  not  appear  to  the  Plain- 
tiff so  to  affect  him  as  to  render  necessary  any  delay  in  executing 
the  contract,  and  Messrs.  C(mibe  &  Wainwrighi  having  been  in- 
formed of  this,  they  handed  Mr.  Phippa^  as  the  Plaintiff's  agent, 
an  agreement  in  the  form  set  out,  and  also  written  on  the  back 
of  the  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale,  and  signed  on  behalf  of 
the  company  by  Mr.  Baker^  the  secretary,  who  was  their  authorized 
agent,  the  signature  being  ''  A.  Martin  Baker,  Secretary — For  the 
London  and  Parte  Hotel  Company  y  Limited'* 

On  the  6th  of  August,  1874,  the  abstract  of  title  was  forwarded 
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"  "*  .  '     *      • 

V.-C.  jr.     by  Messrs.  Combe  db  Wairnvright  to  Messps.  Fre$hfidds  db  WiUiatne, 

i»75        the  Plaintiff's  soHcitors,  for  perusal 

Beer  It  was  then  found  that  the  property  was,  together  with  other 

London  and  P^P^^y,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  £3000  to  the  AUianee  Bank,, 
Pabib  Hotel  au(j  arran^jrements  were  made  with  the  mortffaffees,  who  consented 

Company.  .  .     .    °,  .  o  o     "» 

—        to  join  in  the  assignment. 

After  some  delay  occasioned  by  the  company,  the  title  wa» 
accepted,  and  the  assignment  was  prepared  and  approved,  and  the 
AUianee  Bank,  as  well  as  the  company  and  Plaintiff,  were  ready 
to  execute  the  same. 

On  the  12th  of  January,  1875,  the  assignment  was  engrossed 
and  forwarded  to  Messrs.  Combe  &  Wainwright  for  execution. 
But  on  the  15th  of  January,  1875,  the  Plaintiff  received  an  inti- 
mation through  his  solicitors  from  Messrs.  Comhe  dk  Wainwright 
that  a  petition  for  winding  up  the  company  was  pending,  but  that 
they  hoped  it  would  shortly  be  dismissed.  The  completion  of 
the  purchase  was,  therefore,  postponed  pending  the  hearing  of  the 
petition. 

On  the  12th  of  March,  1875,  an  order  was  made  that  the  com* 
pany  be  wound  up  by  the  Court  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Companies  Acts,  1862  and  1867,  and  on  the  24th  of  March,  1875,. 
an  order  was  made  appointing  Frederick  Maynard  the  official 
liquidator  of  the  company. 

As  soon  as  the  Plaintiff  was  aware  of  Mr.  Maynard^s  appoint- 
ment he  applied  to  him,  through  Messrs.  Freehfidds  dk  Williams^ 
on  the  subject  of  his  purchase. 

A  correspondence  on  the  subject  ensued  between  Messrs.  Fresh- 
fields  dk  Williams  and  Messrs.  Davidson  dk  Co.^  who  acted  as  the 
official  liquidator's  solicitors,  and  in  the  result  Mr.  Maynard  repu- 
diated the  Plaintiff's  contract 

The  contract  was  in  all  respects  fair  and  reasonable,  and  not 
only  was  it  expressly  approved  as  aforesaid,  but  the  price  agreed 
to  be  given  by  the  Plaintiff,  viz.,  £2500,  was  that  fixed  as  the 
reserve  price  on  the  sale  by  auction. 

Mr.  Maynard  had  refused  to  complete  the  purchase  made  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  threatened  and  intended,  unless  restrained,  to  sell 
the  said  premises,  and  assign  to  some  person  other  than  the  Plain- 
tiff, with  the  view  to  defeat  his  rights. 
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The  bill  was  filed  with  the  leave  of  the  Court  in  the  winding-    y.-o.  M. 
up.  1875 

The  bill  prayed  specific  performance  of  the  agreement ;  that       -Rmmt 
the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  selling  and  offering  for  ^,„^  ^^^ro 
sale  the  hereditaments  and  premises  comprised  in  the  said  agree-  Pabis  Hotel 

_  _  .CkWFANT. 

ment»  and  from  assigning  the  same  to  any  person  other  than  the        

Plaintiff. 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  put  in  by  the  official  liquidator  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  equity ;  and  further,  that  it  appeared  by 
the  bill  that  neither  the  agreement  nor  the  contract  which  was 
alleged  by  the  bill,  and  of  which  the  Plaintiff  by  the  bill  sought 
to  have  the  benefit,  nor  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  was 
ever  reduced  into  writing,  or  signed  or  sealed  by  the  Defendant 
company,  or  any  person  lawfully  authorized  thereunto,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (29  Oar.  2,  c.  3). 

Mr.  Hiffffins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Crossley,  for  the  demurrer : — 

There  are  no  allegations  in  this  bill  of  a  contract  for  sale  which 
would  be  binding  on  the  company.  The  bill  avoids  setting  forth 
the  articles  of  association  of  the  company.  There  is  no  power 
under  the  Companies  Acts  to  sell  property,  unless  the  sale  is  ratified 
by  the  company.  When  there  are  articles  of  association,  the  title 
must  be  deduced  under  them.  The  secretary,  Baker,  could  have 
no  power  to  execute  a  contract  for  sale  unless  he  had  express 
authority  given  to  him  by  the  company  to  do  this  particular  act. 
The  bill  alleges  that  the  secretary  was  the  authorized  agent  of 
the  company,  but  it  does  not  allege  he  was  authorized  in  this  be- 
half. In  Cartmeirs  Case  (1)  the  directors  of  a  company,  who  had 
power  to  purchase  shares  in  the  company,  appointed  a  manager 
under  the  power  given  to  them  by  the  articles  of  association.  The 
manager  purchased  shares  from  a  shareholder,  and  a  transfer  was 
executed  by  the  shareholder  to  two  directors,  who  were  trustees 
for  the  company.  The  transfer  was  registered,  but  it  was  not 
executed  by  the  directors.  It  was  there  held  that  the  directors 
had  no  authority  to  delegate  to  a  manager  the  power  to  buy 
shares,  and  that  the  transfer  was  invalid. 

There  is  no  allegation  of  a  contract  such  as  will  satisfy  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  691. 
Vol.  XX.  2ff  2 
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Y.-G.  M.     requirements  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.    The  words  of  the  statute 

1S75        are,  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  upon  any  contract  or  sale  of 

Bkbb       lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or  concerning 

JjoKiKfSAva}  ^^^^f  unless  the  agreement  upon   which  such  action  shall  be 

P^  Hotel  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing, 

and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other 

person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized.  This  is  not  a  con- 
tract signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  by  any  other 
person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized. 

The  term  **  vendor"  is  not  of  itself  a  sufficient  description  of  one  of 
the  parties  to  a  contract.  That  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Potter 
V.  Duffidd  (1). 

It  is  therefore  necessary  that  the  contract  should  contain  the 
namd  of  the  contracting  parties,  or  such  a  description  of  them  as 
that  the  identity  cannot  be  disputed. 

That  case  was  discussed  in  Commim  y.  Seott  (2),  where  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  said  he  saw  no  reason  to  alter  the  opinion  he 
had  expressed  in  Potter  v.  Duffield.  Commins  v.  Scott  was  decided 
upon  a  question  of  evidence,  as  to  whether  the  description  giren 
of  the  vendor  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  identity.  There  is 
nothing  upon  the  face  of  this  contract,  or  upon  the  particulars  and 
conditions  of  sale,  to  shew  who  the  vendor  was ;  the  contract  does 
not,  therefore,  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Mr.  Glasses  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kekewich,  in  support  of  the  bill : — 

The  principal  object  for  which  this  company  was  formed  was  the 
purchasing,  selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  with  hotels,  houses,  and 
landed  or  other  property ;  therefore  when  the  sale  was  made  it 
^as  within  the  ordinary  business  of  the  company.  The  secretary 
of  a  company  is  authorized  to  transact  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany on  their  behalf,  and  he  was  fully  authorized  to  enter  into 
this  contract.  But  the  contract  was  signed  on  the  printed  form 
at  the  back  of  the  conditions  and  particulars  of  sale,  making  them 
part  of  the  contract  The  property  was  put  up  for  sale  by  the 
company,  and  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  agent,  communicated  with  the 
chairman  of  the  company,  and  informed  him  that  he  had  also 
written  to  Mr.  BaJcer,  the  secretary.     He  afterwards  wrote  and 

(1)  Law  Bep.  18  £q.  4.  (2)  Ante,  p.  11. 
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communicated  with  the  solicitors  of  the  company,  who  were  their     \.-C.  M. 
authorized  agents.    Then  it  is  alleged  in  the  bill  that  the  vendors,       1875 
wherever  mentioned  in  the  conditions  of  sale,  meant  the  com-       bzeb 
pany.    This  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  and  consequently  the  lojjj^j-  ^jjp 
<;ompany  are  distinctly  made  the  vendors.    It  is  also  alleged  that  I'abis  Hotel 

the  secretary  was  the  authorized  agent ;  the  words  of  the  Statute  of       

FraudSj "  thereunto  lawfully  authorized,"  are  not  actually  used,  but 
they  are  distinctly  inferred,  since  there  is  no  other  matter  alluded 
to  for  which  he  was  their  lawfully  authorized  agent  except  the 
«ale  of  this  property ;  and  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to  shew 
for  whom  a  person  is  agent :  Morris  v.  Wilson  (1).^  If  this  had 
been  a  sale  by  auction,  as  at  first  intended,  the  auctioneer  would 
have  been  the  authorized  agent  of  the  vendors  to  sign  the  con- 
tract, although  the  name  of  the  vendor  was  not  disclosed.  This 
is  a  matter  occurring  in  every  day's  practice,  for  it  is  seldom  that 
the  name  of  the  vendor  is  disclosed  upon-  a  sale  by  auction.  But 
the  sale  took  place  after  the  auctioneer  had  failed  to  obtain  a 
bidding.  This  was  the  case  in  Oommins  v.  Seoit  (2),  where  the 
contract  for  sale  was  signed  by  the  agent  of  the  vendor  subject 
to  the  conditions  of  sale,  which  did  not  disclose  the  name  of  the 
vendor ;  but  it  was  held  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  shew 
who  the  vendor  was,  and  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  was  of  opinion 
that  there  was  a  good  contract,  and  overruled  the  demurrer  to  a 
bill  for  specific  performance.  The  word  "vendor"  is  as  good  a  de- 
scription of  one  of  the  contracting  parties  as  the  term  '*  executor," 
which  was  held  sufficient  in  Hood  v.  Lord  Barrinffton  (3),  or 
**  proprietor,**  as  in  the  case  of  Sale  v.  LamUbert  (4). 

There  is  another  ground  upon  which  we  say  this  contract  may 
be  enforced.  By  the  37th  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867 
(30  &  31  Vict.  c.  131),  it  is  provided  that  any  contract  which  if 
made  between  private  persons  would  be  by  law  required  to  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  therewith,  may 
be  made  on  behalf  of  the  company,  in  writing,  signed  by  any 
person  acting  under  the  express  or  implied  authority  of  the 
-company.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  upon  the  facts  set  out  in  this 
bill,  that  the  secretary  who  signed  this  contract  did  so  while  acting 

(1)  5  Jar.  (N.S.)  168.  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  218. 

(2)  Ante,  p.  11.  (4)  Ibid,  18  Eq.  1. 

2ir2  2 
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Y.-0.  M.     Tinder  the  express  or  implied  authority  of  the  company.    Under 
ig75       all  these  circumstances,  there  is  no  ground  on  which  the  demurrer 
can  be  sustained. 


Beib 

V. 

Lotdon  AND       Mr.  Higgins,  in  reply  :— 

CoMPAyy.  jij^  Statute  of  Frauds  requires  that  an  agreement  for  the  sale 
of  lands  shall  be  in  writing.  This  was  explained  in  Williams  y. 
LaJee  (1)  to  mean  that  the  essentials  of  the  agreement  must  be 
stated  in  writing,  and  amongst  them  are  the  names  of  the  con- 
tracting parties.  Here  we  have  a  contract  with  one  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  neither  named  nor  described.  The  same  kw  is 
laid  down  in  Williams  y.  Byrnes  (2).  As  to  the  Companies  Act  of 
1867,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  Baker  was  a  person  acting 
under  the  express  or  implied  authority  of  the  company. 

Sib  E.  Maliks,  V.C.  :— 

This  is  a  bill  filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to 
purchase  a  house  in  8t.  James's  Street  which  is  the  property  of  the 
L(md4m  and  Paris  Hotel  Company^  and  I  ought  to  be  yery  certain 
that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  sustain  his  case  of  there  being  a  binding 
contract  before  I  allow  the  demurrer  to  such  a  bill,  because  if  I 
allow  the  demurrer  the  case  is  entirely  out  of  Court,  and  the  Plaintiff 
loses  eyery  opportunity  of  amending  his  case  and  bringing  forward 
materials  to  shew  that  there  is  a  contract ;  nor  can  I  say  that  the 
transactions  mentioned  in  this  bill  giye  me  any  inclination  wbat- 
eyer  to  allow  the  demurrer.  The  allegations  in  the  bill  admitted, 
of  course,  to  be  correct  by  the  demurrer  are  these : — **  The  De- 
fendants " — ^that  is,  the  London  and  Paris  Hotel  Company — ^  nv^re 
incorporated  by  registration  under  the  Companies  Aet,  1862,  on 
the  29th  of  May,  1863.  Their  objects,  as  declared  by  the  memo- 
randum of  association,  were,  amongst  other  things,  the  purchasing, 
selling,  or  otherwise  dealing  with  hotels,  houses,  and  landed  or 
other  property,  and  any  part  of  the  same  respectiyely."  In  the 
month  of  April,  1874,  the  company,  whose  business  it  was  to 
buy  and  sell  houses,  and  so  forth,  ^'  were  desirous  of  selling  their 
interest  in  certain  leasehold  premises  of  which  they  were  the 
owners,  and  the  property  was  offered  for  sale  by  public  auction  on 
(1)  2  E.  &  E.  349.  (2)  9  Jur.  (N.8.)  363. 
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the  16th  of  April,  1874,  but  no  bid  was  made,  and  the  property     y.43. 11 
remained  unsold."    Upon  that  allegation  I  must  say  it  was  the       is75 
company  who  were  desirous  of  selling — ^the  company  offered  their       ^^^ 

interest  for  sale;  and  that,  therefore,  was  done  by  the  express  ,      ^* 

,  ^  ^  ^  London  AND 

authority  of  the  company.    Here  is,  therefore,  a  company  desirous  Pabk  Hotel 

of  selling,  and  they  take  the  usual  means  of  selling,  namely,  they       

employ  an  auctioneer,  who  puts  the  property  up  for  sale  by  public 
auction.  The  company  shewed  their  desire  to  sell ;  and  I  may 
add  that  a  subsequent  paragraph  shews  that  the  reserved  bidding 
fixed  at  the  sale  was  £2500.  The  company,  therefore,  were  not 
only  desirous  of  selling,  but  they  took  the  necessary  measures  to 
sell,  and  they  fixed  the  price  at  which  they  were  willing  to  sell ; 
and  if  £2500  had  been  bid  at  the  auction,  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  upon  the  auctioneer,  by  the  authority  of  the  company, 
knocking  down  the  hammer  on  a  bid,  it  would  haye  been  condusiye 
on  the  Yendors,  as  a  contract  which  could  have  been  enforced 
against  them.  Then  the  property  not  having  been  sold,  but  the 
company  still  desiring  to  sell  it,  "on  the  14th  of  July,  1874,  Mr. 
Charles  John  Phipps,  as  agent  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
called  on  Dr.  Seed,  the  chairman  of  the  company,  in  order  to 
arrange  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  premises  by  private  contract" 
Dr.  Seed  was  not  at  home  when  Mr.  Phippa  called,  and  Mr.  Phipps 
the  same  day  wrote  him  a  letter,  a  copy  of  which  is  set  out  in 
the  bill.  The  letter  to  Mr.  Baker  is  also  set  out,  in  which  he  offers 
the  sum  of  £2000  for  the  interest  of  the  company  in  the  premises. 
Then,  **  on  the  17th  of  July,  1874,  Mr.  Phipps^  as  such  agent  as 
aforesaid,  saw  Messrs.  Combe  dt  Wainwright^  the  company's  soli- 
citors, on  the  subject  of  the  proposed  purchase,  and  was  informed 
by  them  that  the  company  would  sell  the  premises  for  the  sum  of 
£2500,"  which  is  the  very  price  which  the  bill  states  they  had  fixed 
as  the  reserve  price  at  the  auction.  On  the  same  day  Mr.  Phipps^ 
on  the  Plaintiff's  behalf,  wrote  to  Messrs.  Combe  dt  Wainwright  a 
letter  dated  the  17th  day  of  July,  1874,  in  which  the  offer  is 
accepted  by  Mr.  Phipps.  Here  are  the  owners  of  the  property 
desirous  of  selling  it  for  £2500 ;  and  the  proposed  purchaser  now 
says,  **  I  will  take  your  own  terms.  I  will  become  the  purchaser 
at  the  price  you  demand  for  it^  namely,  £2500."    Then,  ''on  the 
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Y.-0.  M.     18th  of  July,  1874/'  Ctmbe  &  Waimorighi,  who  are  the  solicitors 

1875        of  the  company,  and  who  must  be  presamed  to  know  something 

Bibb       about  the  interest  of  the  company  and  their  wishes,  sent  to  Mr^ 

liQVDov  AND  P^^PP^  c^  agreement,  to  be  signed  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  Plain- 

^cSp^°^^  tiff.    Could  I  suppose  that  Messrs.  Camibe  db  Wainwright  would 

have  prepared  an  agreement  to  be  signed  on  behalf  of  the  Plain-* 

tiff  unless  they  knew  perfectly  well  that  their  employers,  the 
company,  were  desirous  of  selling  the  property  ?  This  agreement 
was  partly  printed  on  and  partly  written  on  the  back  of  the 
particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  which  had  been  prepared  for 
the  aforesaid  attempted  sale  by  auction,  such  particulars  and 
conditions  of  sale  and  agreement  constituting  an  entire  documents 
This  document  states  the  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  of  the 
leasehold  interest  of  the  vendors  in  the  property,  which  is  fully 
described ;  and  there  are  Yarious  conditions  stated,  amongst  others- 
the  fourth,  providing  that  the  vendors  should,  within  seven  days,, 
deliver  to  the  purchaser  or  his  solicitor  an  abstract  of  title  to  the 
property,  which  was  to  comprise  an  agreement  made  between 
Liand  Lawsan  and  Julius  Beer  of  the  one  part,  and  the  London- 
and  Paris  Hotel  Company,  Limited,  of  the  other  part.  Then  there 
is  an  allegation  in  this  bill,  which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer 
to  be  true,  that  ^  the  term  '  vendors,'  wherever  used  in  the  said 
particulars  and  conditions,  is  intended  to  refer  to  the  company, 
who  were  in  fact  the  vendors  of  the  said  premises  " — ^that  is,  the 
Defendants,  the  London  and  Paris  Sold  Company.  Therefore  I 
must  read^  it  thus  :  ''made  the  1st  day  of  September,  1873,  be- 
tween Lionel  Lawson  and  Julius  Beer  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
London  and  Paris  Hotel  Company,  Limited,  who  were  the  vendors, 
of  the  other  part."  The  word  "  vendors,"  by  the  admission,  where 
it  is  necessary  to  read  it  so,  meant  that  the  XroncZoti  and  Paris  Hotet 
Company  were  the  vendors.  The  parties  having  agreed  that  one 
would  give,  and  the  other  accept,  £2500  for  the  purchase  and  sale 
of  the  property,  an  agreement  was  come  to  to  purchase  the  pro» 
perty  in  accordance  with  and  subject  to  the  foregoing  particulais- 
and  conditions  of  sale,  so  far  as  such  conditions  are  applicable  to 
a  sale  by  private  contract. 
Now,  the  law  is  thoroughly  well  settled,  that^  in  accordance  witl^ 
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the  Statute  of  FraudB,  all  yon  want  to  constitute  a  binding  oon-     y.-a  IL 
tract  is  a  memorandnm  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  signed  by  the       }^ 
party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  person  thereunto       Bna 
by  him  lawfully  authorized.    Mutuality  is  not  necessary.    If  the  London  and 
vendor  signs,  he  is  bound,  although  the  purchaser  has  not  signed    o^pa^!^ 

anything ;  and  if  the  purchaser  signs,  he  is  bound,  although  the       

Tender  has  not  signed  anything.  In  this  case  there  is  no  doubt 
whatever  that  Mr.  Phippa,  as  the  ageut  of  the  Plaintiff,  would 
have  been  bound  by  this  contract,  although  the  vendors  had  done 
nothing  to  bind  themselves.  In  that  state  of  things  ^  Mr.  Phifps 
wrote  into  the  said  agreement  his  name  and  address,  and  signed 
his  own  name  thereto.  In  this  he  acted,  as  he  had  done  through-^ 
out,  to  the  full  knowledge  of  the  company,  as  the  agent  of  the 
Plaintiff."  Then  '*  Mr.  Phippa  at  once  forwarded  the  agreement 
thus  fiUed  up  and  signed  to  Messrs.  Comhe  dk  WcMiwright  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  and  they,  on  the  20th  of  July,  1874, 
acknowledged  its  receipt  as  follows : — *  We  have  received  agree- 
ment signed  by  you,  and  will  forward  you  one  signed  on  behalf 
of  the  company  before  handing  over  the  one  signed  by  you.' " 
Can  anything  be  more  dear?  It  is  a  distinct  continuance  of 
the  desire  of  the  company  to  sell  the  property  at  the  price  of 
£2500.  Then,  '<  on  the  same  20th  July  Messrs.  Camibe  dk  Waitir 
Wright  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  a  further  letter,  stating  that  they 
had  seen  the  secretary  of  the  company,  and  had  gone  into  this 
matter  with  him^  and  he  thought  they  should  see  Mr.  Phippa 
again  upon  a  question  as  to  the  staircase."  It  is  of  no  con- 
sequence what  that  question  was,  for  the  bill  states,  ^  On  consi- 
deration the  question  of  the  staircase  did  not  appear  to  the 
Plaintiff  so  to  affect  him  as  to  render  necessary  any  delay  in 
executing  the  contract,  and  Messrs.  Comhe  it  WavMoright  having 
been  informed  of  this,  handed  Mr.  Phippa,  as  his  agent,  an  agree- 
ment in  the  form  above  set  out,  and  also  written  on  the  back  of 
such  particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  as  aforesaid,  and  signed  on 
behalf  of  the  company  by  Mr.  Baker,  the  secretary,  who  was  their 
authorized  agent."  Therefore  the  allegation  in  the  bill  is  that  a 
copy  of  the  contract  was  handed  to  the  Plaintiff  signed  by  Mr. 
Baker,  the  secretary  of  the  company,  who  was  their  authorized 
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Y.-O.  K.     agent.    Now,  what  was  he  their  authorized  agent  for  ?    What 
ig75       was  the  kind  of  negotiation  that  was  going  on?    What  was  it 
]^^       they  wanted  to  carry  into  effect?    A  contract  by  which  one 
T^^'         bonght  and  the  other  sold  this  property  in  St.  Jamesa  Street. 
Paris  Hotel  Therefore  I  am  of  opinion,  when  it  says  it  was  signed  *^  by  Mr. 
_  '    SaJcer^  the  secretary,  whb  was  their  authorized  agent/'  that  that 
means  their  authorized  agent  in  the  only  matter  referred  to  in  this 
bill — ^their  authorized  agent  to  sign  that  contract  to  bind  the  com- 
pany to  do  that  which  they  were  desirous  of  doing,  namely,  to  sell 
this  property  for  £2500.    The  signature  was  in  the  following 
form : — **  A.  Martin  Baker,  Secretary — ^For  the  London  and  Paris 
Hotel  Company,  lAmUei^  who  are  admitted  by  this  demurrer  to  be 
the  Yendors  of  the  property.    It  was  therefore  a  contract  unques- 
tionably signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  is,  signed  by  his  agent  law- 
fully authorized ;  and  here  is  an  allegation  of  a  contract  signed  by 
the  vendors,  or  by  Mr.  Baker,  on  their  behalf,  duly  authorized; 
because  I  must  assume  he  could  not  be  their  agent  unless  he  was 
duly  authorized.    He  is  the  secretary,  and  he  signs  it  '^  for  the 
London  and  Paris  Hotel  Company,  Limited,**    Having  been  per- 
fectly aware  that  a  contract  had  been  signed,  they  now  proceed  to 
carry  this  contract  into  effect,  and  *^  on  the  6th  of  August,  1874,  the 
abstract  of  title  was  forwarded  by  Messrs.  Comhe  db  Wainmighi 
to  Messrs.  Freshfields  &  Williams,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  for 
perusal."    Here,  again,  therefore,  the  vendors,  having  intended 
to  sell,  having,  in  the  manner  I  have  pointed  out,  bound  them- 
selves to  sell,  proceed  to  carry  the  contract  into  effect,  doing  the 
very  first  act  necessary,  namely,  delivering  an  abstract  of  title 
by  the  duly  authorized  solicitors  of  the  company,  who  by  this 
demurrer  are  admitted  to  be  so,  and  acting  in  that  and  in  no  other 
capacity.   A  difficulty  was  then  raised  as  to  a  mortgage  for  £3000, 
to  which  the  property  was  subject,  to  the  AUia^ioe  Bank,  and 
arrangements  were  made  with  the  mortgagees,  who  consented  to 
join  in  the  assignment.    After  some  delay  occasioned  by  the  com- 
pany, the  title  was  accepted,  and  the  assignment  was  prepared  and 
approved,  and  the  AUianee  Bank,  as  well  as  the  company  and  the 
Plaintiff,  was  ready  to  execute  the  same.  On  the  12th  of  January, 
1875,  the  assignment  was  engrossed  and  forwarded  to  Messrs. 
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Combed  Wainwright  for  execation.    Bat  on  the  15th  of  January,     V.-a  M. 
1875,  the  Plaintiff  received  an  intimation  through  his  solicitors        1875 
from  Messrs.  Combe  db  Wainwriffht  that  a  petition  for  winding  up       s^ib 
the  company  was  pending,  but  they  hoped  that  it  would  shortly  be  ^0^^^;,  ^^j^^ 
dismissed.    Then  everything  was  ready  for  completion,  the  assign-  Paris  Hotel 

ment  was  engrossed,  and  on  the  12th  of  March  I  made  an  order       

to  wind  up  the  company.  If  there  were  a  valid  and  subsisting 
contract  when  the  order  to  wind  up  was  made,  that  order  could 
not  in  any  way  have  interfered  with  such  a  contract;  and,  upon 
the  allegation  of  the  bill,  I  am  bound  to  assume,  as  the  parties 
desired  to  sell,  so  they  had  sold,  and  by  their  duly  authorized 
agent  had  signed  a  contract  for  sale,  which,  for  the  present  pur- 
pose, I  must  assume  to  be  binding  upon  them.  Then  it  is  alleged, 
which  is  not  unimportant^  'Uhe  contract  was  in  all  respects  fiftir 
and  reasonable,  and  not  only  was  it  expressly  approved  as  afore- 
said, but  the  price  agreed  to  be  given  by  the  Plaintiff,  viz., 
£2500,  was  that  fixed  as  the  reserve  price  on  the  sale  by  auction." 
The  contract,  therefore,  according  to  the  allegations  of  this  bill, 
was  deliberately  entered  into,  by  which,  upon  the  allegations  of 
the  bill,  the  full  and  fair  price  demanded  for  the  property  was 
given  by  the  purchaser,  and  I  cannot  say  that  I  think  the  official 
liquidator  has  exercised  a  sound  discretion  by  in  any  way  entering 
into  litigation  upon  this  subject;  and  if  the  matter  had  been 
brought  before  me  personally,  I  certainly  should  not  have  allowed 
him  to  do  so,  thereby  wasting  the  assets  of  the  company  and 
wasting  the  tune  of  the  Court  All  I  can  say  is,  that  upon  the 
allegations  of  the  bill,  if  I  had  much  more  doubt  than  I  have, 
it  is  not  a  case  in  which  I  should  have  allowed  the  demurrer. 
When  a  bill  is  brought  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  as 
to  a  thing  of  so  much  importance  as  this  is,  if  there  were  any  doubt 
as  to  whether  the  purchaser  can  or  cannot  make  out  his  title  to  the 
contract  he  ought  to  be  allowed  to  endeavour  to  do  so  by  going 
into  evidence  and  amending  his  bill  if  he  can,  and  I  should  do  very 
wrong  if  I  allowed  the  demurrer,  which  would  at  once  put  an  end 
to  the  chance  of  the  Plaintiff  shewing  by  evidence  his  title  in  this 
suit.  If  the  Defendants  can  shew  that  there  has  been  any  want  of 
compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  the  Companie$  Aet^  or  any- 
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y.-0.  M.     thing  of  that  kind,  that  will  be  perfectly  open  to  them  upon  their 
1875        answer^  and  upon  evidence  to  be  gone  into. 
Beeb  Now,  it  is  said  that  this  contract  wbb  not  signed  in  such  a 
London  and  ^^^^®^  ^  ^  ^^^^  ^^^  company.    I  think  that  is  answered  by  re- 
Paris  Hotel  ferring  to  the  37th  sectiou,  sub-sect.  2,  of  the  Act  of  1867,  which 
'    provides :  **  Any  contract  which  if  made  between  private  persons- 
would  be  by  law  required  to  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the^ 
parties  to  be  charged  therewith,  may  be  made  on  behalf  of  the 
company  in  writing,  signed  by  any  person  acting  under  the 
express  or  implied  authority  of  the  company."    Supposing  this- 
company,  while  it  was  a  going  company,  put  this  property  up,  as 
it  did,  for  auction,  on  the  14th  of  April  last,  and  supposing  the- 
auctioneer  signed  "for  the  London  and  Pm\'8  Hotel  Company y 
Limited"  could  it  have  been  gravely  argued  that,  the  London  and 
Parts  Hotel  Company  having  ordered  this  property  to  be  sold  by 
auction,  having  employed  an  auctioneer,  who  thereby  becomes 
their  agent,  and  who  in  the  usual  course  of  business  signs  for  the 
London  and  Paris  Hotel  Company,  that  would  not  be  a  valid  con- 
tract ?    It  would  clearly  be  so  by  this  section,  because  it  would  be 
made  by  a  person  acting  under  their  express  or  implied  authority ; 
and  although  the  authority  may  not  be  express,  it  is  an  implied 
authority  to  the  auctioneer  to  sign  the  contract  on  behalf  of  the 
vendor,  or  owner  of  the  property  which  is  sold  by  auction. 

A  point  has  been  gone  into  which  I  think  it  is  not  necessary 
to  give  any  decision  upon.  It  is  not  called  for  by  this  case; 
but  as  the  question  has  been  raised  before  me,  I  think  it  right 
to  say  that  I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever,  if  property,  accord- 
ing to  usage,  is  put  up  to  be  sold  by  auction,  and,  according  to- 
usage,  the  particulars  of  sale  are  perfectly  silent  as  to  who  is  the 
owner  or  proprietor  of  the  estate,  and  the  property  is  put  up  by 
the  auctioneer  and  sold,  and  the  contract  is  signed  by  the 
auctioneer  on  behalf  of  the  owner  or  proprietor,  that  every  such 
contract  is  a  good  contract ;  and  I  think  it  is  of  the  greatest  im- 
portance that  the  public  should  be  under  no  misapprehension 
whatever  as  to  the  validity  of  contracts  entered  into  imder  such 
circumstances.  I  do  not  believe  that  there  is  one  sale  in  a 
hundred  in  which  ^  the    name  of   the  owner   or  proprietor  ia 
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mentioned  in  the  particulars  of  sale.    It  is,  ^*  The  auctioneers  are     Y.-o.  n. 
instructed  by  the  proprietor  or  owner  to  offer  the  property  for        1875 
sale;"  and  when  it  has  been  sold  by  auction,  the  auctioneer  sells       beib 
it  on  behalf  of  the  proprietor,  and  he  may  put  the  name  more  ^o    *Jj  ^^^ 
particularly  afterwards.    He  puts  the  property  up  to  auction  as  Pabu  Hotel 

sold  on  behalf  of  the  proprietor,  and  it  is  sufiScient  if  the  pro-        

prietor's  name  is  disclosed,  in  case  of  a  dispute  arising  between  the 
parties,  when  a  bill  is  filed  for  specific  performance. 

Upon  all  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  demurrer  must 
be  overruled/ 

Solicitors  for  the  Bill :  Messrs.  Freshfidds  A  WiUiams. 
Solicitors  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Messrs.  Carr^  Bannister^ 
Davidson^  it  Morriss. 
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V.O.  B.  TARDLEY  v.  HOLLAND. 

i^  [1869    Y.    12.] 

2)00.17,19,20. 

1875         ^^  ^^ — Devise  hy  Mortgagee  of  Mortgage  and  Trust  Estates — StAaequenJt  Oan^ 

v«-v^  trcLct  hy  Teslaior/or  Purchase  of  the  Equity  of  Redemptionr^Retfoeaticn  of 

June  1.  Devise — Descent — Claim  of  Heir  barred  by  lapse  of  7Hme^'8taiute  of  Limi" 

tations  (3  <fc  4  WUl.  4,  c.  27),  ss.  2, 17,  26. 

T*  W,,  in  1824,  became  mortgagee  in  fee  of  Bla/ckacre.  The  form  of  the 
conveyance  was  to  him  on  trust  to  sell,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  retain 
the  debt,  and  pay  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  mortgagor.  In  February,  1826, 
T.  W.  made  his  will,  whereby  he  devised  all  his  real  estate  (except  mortgage 
and  trust  estates)  and  all  his  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  T, 
and  H.  He  also  devised  to  the  same  trustees  all  his  mortgage  estates  upon 
trust,  on  payment  of  the  moneys  due,  to  convey  the  same  to  the  person  who 
should  be  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption ;  and  directed  the  moneys  to 
form  port  of  his  personal  estate.  In  March,  1826,  the  mortgagor  of  Black- 
acre  became  bankrupt;  and  in  June,  1826,  T.  W.  contracted  with  the 
assignees  in  bankruptcy  for  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  The 
purchase-money  was  paid  by  T,  W^  but  no  conveyance  from  the  assignees 
was  ever  executed.  In  October,  1826,  T.  W,  died,  leaving  F.  and  (7.  his 
co-heirs.  C,  by  deed  renounced  to  the  trustees  of  the  will  all  claim  under 
the  contract  of  June,  1826.  The  trustees  under  the  will  entered  into  receipt 
of  the  rents  of  Blackacre,  and  administered  the  same  as  part  of  the  testator*8 
estate  until  1869. 

F.  then  claimed  the  right  to  a  conveyance  of  one  moiety  of  Blackacre  as 
co-heir  of  T.  W.  ;— 

Mtldf  that  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption  by  the  testator 
revoked  the  devise  by  his  will,  not  only  of  the  beneficial  interest  but  of  the 
legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  property ;  that  no  dry  legal  estate  in  Black- 
acre  was  remaining  in  the  trustees  of  the  will  at  the  testator^s  death ;  that 
the  mortgage  estate  had  .by  the  contract  ceased  to  be  a  mortgage,  and  had 
become  a  new  absolute  interest ;  and  that  Blackacre  was  undisposed  of  by 
the  will : 

Eeld^  further,  that  th^  claim  of  F.,  as  co-heir,  against  the  trustees  had 
become  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitdtians, 

Motion  for  decree. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  29th  and  30th  of 
March,  1824,  a  freehold  estate  called  the  BencUffe  estate,  in  the 
parish  of  Eccles,  Lancashire,  was  conveyed  by  way  of  mortgage  to 
secure  the  repayment  to  Thomas  WaOeins^  his  executors,  adminis- 
tratorSy  and  assigns,  of  a  sum  of  £9000  and  interest.    The  form  of 
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the  conveyance  was,  to  Thotnaa  Watkina,  his  heirs  and  assigns,     v.-c.  B. 
upon  trust  that  he,  or  they,  on  his  or  their  own  proper  authority,        i873 
and  without  any  consent  or  concurrence  of  the  mortgagor,  David     y^^b^lkt 
BenUey^  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  at  any  time  thereafter  sell  the    „  ^*  ^^  '« 

estate,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  retain  the  mortgage  debt  and  pay       

the  surplus^  if  any,  to  David  BenOey^  his  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns ;  and  ThomM  Watkina  covenanted  that  he  would  not  sell 
without  giving  Beniby,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  six  months'  notice. 

By  another  indenture,  dated  the  30th  of  September,  1824,  the 
same  hereditaments  were  further  charged  with  the  repayment  to 
Thomaa  Watkins,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  of  the 
sum  of  £1000  and  interest. 

In  May,  1825,  Thomas  WatJdna  gave  potice  to  the  mortgagor  of 
his  intention  to  sell  under  the  deed ;  but  no  sale  took  place. 

Thamaa  WaihinBy  on  the  3rd  of  Febraary,  1826,  made  his  will, 
whereby  he  devised  all  his  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in 
Qreai  Britain^  ^*  except  mortgage  and  trust  estates,"  to  three  trus- 
tees (whom  he  also  appointed  executors)  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
the  proceeds  as  was  thereinafter  declared  of  his  personal  estate. 
He  then  gave  and  devised  to  the  same  trustees  all  and  every  the 
hereditaments  whatsoever  whereof  he  was  seised  as  mortgagee  for 
any  estate  of  freehold,  or  in  trust  for  any  person  or  persons  whom- 
soever, and  all  his  estate  and  interest  therein,  upon  trust,  on  pay- 
ment to  them  of  such  moneys  as  should  be  due  in  respect  of  the 
same  premises  so  in  mortgage,  to  convey  the  hereditaments  of 
which  he  was  so  seised  as  mortgagee  to  the  use  of  the  several 
persons  who,  at  the  time  of  making  such  payment,  should  be 
entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  said  mortgaged  pre- 
mises ;  but  he  directed  that  the  moneys  which  should  be  so  re- 
ceived should  be  applied  for  the  purposes  by  his  will  directed  con- 
cenung  his  personal  estate.  After  giving  various  legacies  he  gave 
and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects  and 
the  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sales  thereinbefore  directed  to  be 
made  of  his  real  estate,  to  the  same  three  trustees,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  that  they  should  invest,  and 
stand  possessed  of  one-third  of  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  testator's 
nephew,  Thomas  Watkvns  Yardlei/,  for  life,  and  after  his  death  for 
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y.-0.  B.     his  issae  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  should  stand  possessed  of  the 

1878        remaining  two-thirds  of  the  same,  upon  like  tmstSi  for  the  benefit 

Yabdlet     of  his  nephews,  John  Tardley  and  Oeorge  Wa£kins  Tardleif,  for 

HolLlmd     their  respective  lives,  and  after  their  respective  deaths,  for  their 

—        issue  respectively ;  and  if  either  of  the  three  nephews  should  die, 

not  having  had  a  child  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die  under 

that  age  leaving  issue,  the  part  or  share  of  such  nephew  was  to  fall 

into  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate. 

In  March,  1826,  David  Berdley  with  his  then  partner,  James 
Fogg^  became  bankrupt ;  and  by  a  memorandum  or  agreement  in 
writing,  dated  the  6\h  of  June,  1826,  the  parties  thereto  of  the 
first  part,  being  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  claiming  to  be  en- 
titled to  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  BeMJiffe  estate,  for  their 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  agreed  with  Thomas  Waikins^ 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  they,  their 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  would  at  any  time  thereafter, 
at  the  request  and  costs  of  Thomas  Waihins,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
release  to  him,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  all  the  right  or  equity  of  re- 
demption, if  any,  which  they,  or  such  assignees  as  aforesaid,  had 
or  claimed  to  have  in  the  Bendiffe  estate ;  and  in  consideration 
thereof  Thomas  WatMns  thereby  undertook  to  pay  to  the  parties 
of  the  first  part  the  sum  of  £200  as  the  purchase-money  of  the  said 
equity  of  redemption. 

The  sum  of  £200  was  paid  by  the  testator,  who  between  Hay 
and  August,  1826,  entered  into  possession  of  the  Bendiffe  estate, 
all  but  the  mansion  house  and  grounds ;  and  continued  in  such 
possession  until  his  death. 

No  legal  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  was  ever  made 
by  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  to  Thomas  WaJCkins^  his  heirs  or 
assigns ;  and  it  did  not  appear  that  any  conveyance  by  enrolled 
bargain  and  sale  was  ever  made  by  the  Commissioners  in  Bank- 
ruptcy to  the  assignees,  as  required  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  the 
statute  then  in  force. 

On  the  4th  of  October,  1826,  Thmnas  WaOcins,  the  testator, 
died,  leaving  his  sister  Sarah  Courts  widow,  and  his  nephew  Thomas 
Watkins  Yardiey,  his  co-heirs  at  law. 

After  the  testator's  death,  the  trustees  of  the  will  paid  a  further 
sum  of  £315  to  David  BenUey^  who,  it  appeared  from  the  evidence, 
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had  until  then  retained  possession  of  the  mansion  in  satisfaction     Y.-o.  B. 
of  some  demand  which  he  made,  as  he  stated,  '^  for  my  services  and       1873 
expenses  at  Bendiffe  and  Manchester,*'  and  who  thereupon  gave  up     yabdlet 
the  entire  possession  to  the  trustees,  and  it  was  not  disputed  that 
•ever  since  May,  1827,  the  trustees  of  the  will  had  continued  in  unin- 
terrupted possession  of  the  Bendiffe  estate,  and  that  they  had  dealt 
with  and  administered  the  rents  and  profits  of  it  according  to  the 
trusts  of  the  will. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  31st  of  December,  1827,  and  ex- 
pressed to  be  made  heiween  Borah  Court,  described  as  ^only  sister 
4ind  heiress-at-law  "  of  Thomas  Watkins,  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
then  trastees  of  the  will  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  above 
mortgage  and  further  charge,  the  will,  the  agreement  for  purchase, 
and  the  death  of  the  testator,  that  no  conveyance  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  had  been  made,  **  nor  has  the  said  agreement  in  any 
manner  been  carried  into  effect  so  far  as  regards  the  equity  of 
redemption  of  and  in  the  same  several  hereditaments  and  pre- 
mises/' and  that  'Moubts  and  difficulties  have  arisen  respecting 
the  title  of  the  assignees  ''to  the  said  equity  of  redemption 
•  •  •  and  as  to  their  right  to  make  and  enter  into  "  the  agreement 
of  the  6th  of  June,  1826,  and  that ''  doubts  have  also  arisen  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  same  agreement  with  respect  to  the  estate  and 
•effects  of  the  said  Thomas  Watkins  deceased,"  and  that,  in  order 
to  remove  and  do  away  with  such  doubts  and  difficulties,  and  to 
obviate  the  necessity  of  a  suit  which  the  trustees  were  about  to 
oommence  against  the  assignees,  it  had  been  agreed  *'  that  the 
same  agreement  shall  be  rescinded  and  entirely  done  away  with  as 
fully  and  effectually  as  if  the  same  had  never  been  made  or 
•entered  into,"  it  was  witnessed  that  in  pursuance  and  performance 
of  the  then  present  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  £200  paid 
by  the  trustees  to  Barah  Court,  she  thereby  testified  and  declared 
that  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  June,  1826,  should,  so  far  as  the 
same  related  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators^  be 
rescinded  and  thenceforth  rendered  null  and  void  to  all  intents 
^nd  purposes,  and  she  thereby  constituted  the  trastees  her  attor- 
neys to  execute  all  deeds  and  other  acts  necessary  for  rescinding 
the  same. 

In  July,  1832,  Oeorge  Watkins  Tardley,  one  of  the  testator's 
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T.-0.  B.     nephewSy  died  without  i&Bue,  and  upon  that  event  the  shares  of  the 
1873        two  other  nephews,  Thomas  Waikins  Yardley  and  John  Tardley, 
Yi^ET     ^^d  their  respective  issue,  in  the  residuary  estate,  became  moieties 
HolLnd.    instead  of  thirds. 
On  the  12th  of  December,  1834,  Mrs.  Court  died. 

On  the  9th  of  December,  1840,  Thomas  Waikins  TarcOey  died, 
intestate  as  to  real  estate,  other  than  mortgage  and  trust  estates, 
leaving  as  his  only  issue  one  daughter,  his  heiress-at^law,  Ann 
Waikins  Yardley^  who  in  October,  1863,  married  William  Holland. 
Previous  to  her  marriage  a  settlement  was  executed,  by  which  all 
her  estate  and  interest  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Waikins  were 
assigned  to  William  Allen,  Bichard  Leigh  Holland,  and  Frederic 
Biehard  Marshall,  as  trustees. 

In  April,  1867,  John  Yardley,  the  other  nephew  of  the  testator 
died,  leaving  five  infant  children. 

On  the  24th  of  August,  1869,  the  original  bill  was  filed  by  the 
infant  children  of  John  Yardley^  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  HoUand  and 
their  trustees,  AUen,  Holland,  and  Marshall,  and  the  then  trustees 
of  the  testator's  will,  praying  for  administration. 

The  answer  of  the  trustees  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  HoUand! s  settlement, 
filed  in  January,  1870,  stated  that  they  were  in  April,  1869, 
advised  to  institute  inquiries,  which  resulted  in  their  discovering 
that  the  Bendiffe  estate  was  an  estate  on  which  the  testator  had  at 
the  date  of  his  will  a  mortgage  only. 

On  the  9th  of  September,  1871,  the  Defendant,  Ann  Wathins 
Holland,  died. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  1871,  the  Defendants,  William  HoUand 
and  the  trustees  of  his  marriage  settlement,  filed  another  (volun- 
tary) answer,  in  which  they  submitted  that  by  reason  of  the  pur- 
chase in  June,  1826,  by  the  testator  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
although  there  was  no  conveyance,  there  was  no  mortgage  existing 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  equitable  title,  and  the 
right  to  call  for  the  legal  title  of  the  Bendiffe  estate  descended  to 
his  co-heks-at-law.  On  this  ground  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
claimed  one  moiety  of  the  estate. 

They  also  submitted  that  the  deed  of  the  31st  of  December, 
1827,  operated  as  a  relinquishment  by  8arah  Court  to  the  trustees, 
in  favour  of  the  beneficiaries  under  the  will,  of  her  moiety  in  the 
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estate ;  and  that  the  title  of  the  beneficiaries  had  beoOTie  absolate  y.-o.  B. 
by  lapse  of  time  against  Sarah  Cowrl  and  her  heirs.    On  this        ists 

groond  the  tnistees  of  the  settlement  claimed  one  moiety  of  the  ya^let 

other  moiety  of  the  estate.  „  ^- 

''  Holland. 

On  the  22nd  of  February,  1872,  the  bill  was  finally  re-amended,  -«— . 
and  as  thus  re-amended  was  filed  by  the  same  Plainti£b  against 
WUUam  BoUandf  his  children  and  his  settlement  tmsteeSi  the 
present  trustees  of  the  will,  and  the  present  personal  representa- 
tiyes  of  the  testator,  stating  that  difficulties  had  arisen  and  were 
pending  with  regard  to  the  testator's  unsold  leal  estate,  and  in 
particular  with  regard  to  the  Bendiffe  estate,  as  to  which  claims, 
adverse  to  the  title  under  the  will,  had  been  set  up  by  the  first 
Defendants ;  but  which  claims,  if  they  ever  had  any  foundation 
(which  the  PlaintifiEs  did  not  admit),  were  barred  by  the  possession 
for  upwards  of  forty  years  of  the  trustees  of  the  will,  and  by  the 
Stalvie  of  LimUatians  ;  and  praying  for  administration  so  far  as  the 
trusts  remained  to  be  performed,  and  that  the  rights  and  interests 
of  all  parties  in  the^  unsold  real  estate,  including  the  Bendiffe 
estate,  might  be  ascertained  and  declaied. 

1873.  Dec.  17.  Mr.  Kay.  Q.O.,  and  Mr,  Toumeend,  for  the 
Plaintifis : — 

From  the  year  1826  until  1869,  when  this  claim  by  the  Defen- 
dants was  first  made,  this  property  has  always  been  treated  as  real 
estate.  If  it  was  not  real  estate,  if  it  was  merely  property  on 
which  the  testator  advanced  money,  and  got  a  conveyance  to  him- 
self as  mortgagee,  it  would  then  pass  as  part  of  his  residue.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  became  real  estate  after  the  date  of  the  will 
by  reason  of  his  having  purchased  the  equity  of  redemption,  we 
then  say  that  the  right  of  the  heir-at-law  has  been  barred  by  the 
statute.  How  can  it  be  said  that  the  trustees  of  the  will  were 
trustees  for  the  heir  ?  They  were  trustees  only  for  the  mortgagor. 
From  the  accounts  it  appears  that  this  property  has  always  been 
treated  as  if  it  had  passed  by  the  will. 

By  sect  2  of  the  Statute  ef  LimHaiims  (3&4  Will  4  c  27),  no 
land  can  be  recovered  but  within  twenty  years  after  the  right  of 
action  has  accrued ;  and  forty  years  is  by  sect  17  an  absolute 
bar. 

YoL.  XX.  2  1  2 
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V.-G.  B..  If  the  deviaees  of  the  will  were  trustees  for  the  heir,  at  least 
1S73  they  were  only  constractiye^not  express,  trustees ;  and  sect  25  is . 
Yasdlbt  excluded*  Under  the  27ih  section  acquiescence  for  forty  years 
is  a  bar  against  an  heir  setting  up  a  case  even  of  constructive  trust. 
In  this  instance  the  heirs  might  have  claimed  the  l^al  estate  at 
the  testator's  death.  The  only  express  trust  was  to  convey  to  the 
persons  who  were  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption.  At  the: 
testator's  death  no  one  was  entitled  to  redeem* 

Another  view  is,  that  the  testator  himself  by  this  purchase  ex- 
tinguished his  equity  of  redemption,  and  converted  his  equitable 
interest  into  absolute  ownership.  He  became  seised  absolutely. 
The  only  way  by  which  anything  could  have  passed  was  by  the- 
devise  of  mortgage  and  trust  estates.  But,  in  truth,  nothing  passed 
by  that  devise,  By  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  the 
devise  of  this  estate  as  a  mortgage  or  trust  estate  was  revoked. 
The  purchase  of  the  equity  operated  as  a  new  purchase  of  the  land : . 
Brydffes  v.  DueheBs  of  Chandoa  (1) ;  Bawlins  v.  Burgis  (2) ;  Coi- 
home  V,  Scarf e  (8) ;  Strode  v.  Lady  Falkland  (4). 

Assuming  then,  as  we  contend,  that  nothing  with  regard  to  tbia 
estate  passed  by  the  will,  it  descended ;  and  as  the  trustees  entered 
in  1826  and  1827,  it  .is  the  idlest  thing  to  argue  that  the  [right  of 
the  heir  is  not  barred.  Even  if  the  legal  estate  under  the  mortgage 
deed  did  pass  to  the  trustees,  they  held  that  legal  estate  as  part  of 
the  testator's  general  estate  against  everybody  claiming  against 
the  will :  Burroughs  v.  M'Creight  (5).  Their  possession  would  be 
adverse  to  the  co-heirs. 

Eightly  or  wrongly,  the  trustees  did,  as  a  fact,  treat  this  as  part 
of  the  general  estate.  If  tl^eir  possession  was  wrongful,  it  was  as 
adverse  to  the  co-heirs  as  could  be  conceived. 

An  express  trust  can  only  arise  when  it  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  instrument;  pot  merely  the  dry  legal  estate,  but  the  beneficial 
interest,  must  appear :  Salier  v.  Oavanagh  (6)  ;  Commimoners  of 
Charitaile  Donations  v.  Wybranis  (7). 

Suppose  the  testator  had  expressly  devised  the  equity  of  re-^ 

(1)  2  Vea.  417.  (4)  2  Vern.  621 ;  3  Rep.  in  Ch.  90. 

(2)  2  V.  &  B.  382.  (5)  1  J.  &  Lat  290. 

(3)  1  Atk.  60a ;  2.  Jac  &  W.  194.        '  (6)  1  D.  &  Wal.  668,  681. 

(7)  2  J.  &  Lat.  182, 196. 
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demption,  could  there  then  have  been  any  doubt  that  the  deyisee  v.-C.  B. 
would  by  this  time  have  been  barred  ?  1873 

That  a  deed  in  this  form  is  a  mortgage  within  the  28th  section,  ya^^t 

and  that  even  an  express  trust  will  be  barred  if  no  surplus  seems  „  ^- 

*^  "^  Holland. 

probable,  appears  from  Locking  v.  Parker  (1).  

Mr.  EddiSy  Q.O.9  and  Mr.  Bevir^  for  the  Defendants,  the  present 
trustees  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Amphlettf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  William  Pearson,  for  the  first  De- 
fendants, Mr.  Holland,  his  childreu,  and  the  trustees  of  his  marriage 
settlement : — 

We  claim  one  moiety  of  this  estate,  not  under  the  will,  but  as 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  and  we  ask,  not  for  a  sale,  but  for  a  con- 
yeyance  of  this  moiety  to  us. 

Further,  we  say,  if  any  interest  in  this  estate  passed  by  the  will, 
as,  for  example,  Mrs.  Courfa  moiety,  to  one  moiety  of  that  interest 
we  are  also  entitled. 

We  do  not  dispute  the  validity  of  the  agreement  for  purchase  of 
the  equity  of.  redemption.  But  we  say,  when  the  will  was  made, 
the  testator  was  mortgagee  in  fee;  he  devised  this  mortgaged 
estate  upon  ordinary  trusts,  and  if  nothiag  more  had  happened 
the  mortgage-money  when  realized  would  have  been  disposed  of 
according  to  the  general  purposes  of  the  will.  Then  came  the 
agreement  for  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  To  pass  that 
right  no  deed  was  necessary.  So  far  we  are  agreed.  It  must  be 
admitted  further,  that  if  the  equity  of  redemption  had  been 
foreclosed,  or  had  been  conveyed  by  deed,  it  would  have  been 
extinguished,  and  a  perfectly  new  estate  would  have  been  created, 
which  would  not  have  passed  by  the  will. 

But  here  there  was  no  conveyance,  only  a  contract,  a  thing 
which  a  Court  of  Law  will  not  look  at.  Hence  there  was  nothing 
which  operated  at  law  to  revoke  the  devise.  All  a  Court  of  Law 
would  find  would  be  a  devise  of  this  mortgage  estate  to  trustees. 
Suppose  after  a  devise  of  real  estate  there  had  come  a  contract 
to  sell  the  estate.    That  would  not  affect  the  devise :  Jarman  on 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  30. 

2J2  2 


436  EQUITT  CASE&  [L.  B. 

V.-aB.     Wills  (1).    It  follows  that  the  devisee  of  this  mortgage  estate 

1873       became  a  trustee  for  the  heir :  Brydge$  t.  Bwihess  of  Chandos  (2) ; 

Yabdlet    B<*uiin8  T.  Burgis  (3).     CaAome  y.  Scarfe  (4)  inyolved  a  legal  right, 

Holland.    ^^^*  ^^^  husband's  curtesy :  Strode  v.  Lady  Falkland  (5) ;  Coote  on 

Mortgages  (6) ;  Thompson  v.  Grant  (7). 

But,  further,  could  the  agreement  with  the  assignees  of  the  6th 
of  June,  1826,  have  been  specifically  performed  ?  We  say  it  could. 
The  absence  of  a  conyeyance  by  enrolled  deed  of  bargain  and  sale, 
which  by  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  64^  is  ordered  to  be  made  by  the  Com- 
missioners to  the  assignees,  would  not  in  this  Court  have  been  an 
obstacle :  Uoyd  v.  Lander  (8). 

At  the  testator's  death,  therefore,  the  trustees  were  seised  of  a 
legal  estate  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  under  the  will  there  was 
a  devise  to  these  same  persons  upon  the  same  trusts;  which  trusts 
becoming  inoperative,  there  is  a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir-at-law. 

As  to  the  express  trust,  no  doubts  if  the  words  of  the  25th 
section  be  taken  as  the  Plaintiffs  would  read  them,  we  might  be 
held  to  have  been  barred.  But  the  case  is  covered  by  authority. 
It  is  sufficient  that  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  a  trust  does 
appear — that  the  devisees  do  not  take  beneficially.  No  matter 
that  the  declared  trust  feiils,  and  that  an  implied  trust  arises ;  if 
a  trust  appears  at  all,  it  is  an  express  trust  within  the  section : 
Salter  v.  Cavanagh  (9) ;  Commiseioners  of  Charitable  Lonaiions  y. 
Wybrants  (10) ;  Sugden  on  Beal  Property  Statutes  (11). 

If  the  devise  of  mortgage  estates  had  been  to  a  different  set 
of  trustees,  then,  no  doubt,  the  Defendants  would  have  been  in 
under  a  wrongful  title.  But  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  if  there 
are  two  titles,  and  the  trustee  enters,  he  will  be  held  to  have 
entered  under  the  right  title :  Lister  v.  Pickford  (12).  We  have 
been  in  receipt  of  one  moiety  of  the  Tenia,  and  therefore  to  that 
extent  in  possession;  the  trustees  cannot  now  say  they  paid  us 
by  mistake.  Claiming  dehors  the  will,  we  have  a  right  to  attribute 
these  payments  to  our  rights  dehors  the  wilL 

(1)  3rd  EdL  p.  67.  (7)  4  Madd.  438. 

(2)  2  Vea.  417.  (8)  5  Madd.  282. 

(3)  2  V.  &  B.  382.  (9)  1  D.  &  WaL  668. 

(4)  1  Atk.  633 ;  2  Jac  &  W.  194.  (10)  2  J.  &  Lat  182. 
(6)  2  Vem.  621.  (11)  Page.  103. 

;     (6)  Pages  550,  551.  (12)  34  Beav.  576. 
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No  case  of  election  arises  here.  Y.-O.  B. 

An  argument  has  been  adyanced  aboat  acquiescence ;  but  there       1S73 

cannot  be  acquiescence  without  notice,  and  this  they  have  not  yabdlst 

proTed :  MUU  r.  Druitt  (1).  ^^^ 

Mr.  Burtfj  for  the  Defendants,  the  testator^s  personal  representa- 
tiyes. 

Mr.  Kay^  in  reply,  referred  to  Ex  parte  Morgan  (2). 

' '  In  the  course  of  the  reply,  reference  was  made  by  the  Plaintiffs* 
counsel  to  a  deed  of  release  dated  in  1863,  the  year  only  being 
stated,  which  was  produced  in  Court  by  the  Plaintiffs,  but  not  put 
in  eyidence,  and  which  purported  to  be  a  release  from  Ann  Wdtkins 
Yardley  (afterwards  Mrs.  SdUand)  to  the  then  trustees  of  the  will. 
On  the  first  Defendants*  counsel  expressing  surprise,  the  further 
hearing  was  ordered  to  stand  till  the  11th  of  January,  1874,  and 
was  afterwards  postponed  from  time  to  time  to  allow  of  the  attend- 
ance of  a  witness  named  Franci%  BMnstm  Hood^  who  was  suffering 
from  illness.  The  witness,  howeyer,  died  on  the  25th  of  March, 
1875,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  again,  when  His  Honour  read 
the  following  judgment. 


1875.  June  1.    Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  claiming  to  be  interested  in  a  moiety 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  Thomas  Waihins,  long  since  de- 
ceased, pray,  by  their  bill,  that  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will,  so 
far  as  the  same  remain  to  be  performed,  may  be  carried  into  exe- 
cution, and  the  estate  administered  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court.  The  Defendants  are  principally  the  persons  who  are  in- 
terested in  the  other  moiety  of  the  same  estate;  the  other 
Defendants  on  the  record  being  trustees,  and  persons  who  are 
parties  in  a  merely  representatiye  capacity,  haying  no  beneficial 
interest  in  the  subject.  But  for  the  contention  raised  by  the  de- 
fendants first  referred  to,  the  case  would  haye  been  one  of  the 

(1)  20  Beay.  682.  (2)  10  Vcs.  101. 
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y.-C.  B.     most  ordinary  kind,  and  would  have  constituted  a  simple  adminis- 

1S75        tration  suit.  No  tacts  are  disputed,  no  circumstances  have  occurred 

Yij^un     which  can  occasion  difficulties  or  give  rise  to  doubts.    The  daim, 

„  ^'         however,  which  is  preferred  by  the  principal  Defendants  is  of  a 

very  serious  character,  inasmuch  as,  if  it  should  prevail,  it  would 

give  to  these  Defendants  an  entire  moiety  of  an  estate  of  consider- 
able value,  and,  as  they  insist,  a  half  of  the  other  moiety  of  the 
same  estate.  This  claim  has  been  argued  and  insisted  upon  at 
great  length  and  with  great  earnestness,  and  it  depends  mainly 
upon  the  effect  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27). 
In  order  to  arrive  at  a  decision  upon  the  points  argued,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  briefly  the  facts  out  of  which  they  arise. 

[His  Honour  stated  the  case  as  it  appears  above,  and  con- 
tinued : — ] 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  is  that  the  Defendants,  WiUiam 
EoUand,  his  four  infant  children,  and  the  trustees  of  his  marriage 
settlement,  insist  upon  the  purchase  made  by  the  testator,  after 
the  date  of  his  will,  of  the  equity  of  redemption  from  BenUey^s 
assignees,  and  contend  that  there  was  consequently  no  mortgage 
existing  at  the  testator's  death,  and  that  the  equitable  title,  and 
the  right  to  call  for  the  legal  title,  of  and  in  the  Sendiffe  estate 
descended  on  his  death  to  his  co-heirs-at-law,  Sarah  Court  and 
Thomas  Watkina  YarMey ;  and  that  one  moiety  of  that  estate 
now  belongs  to  the  trustees  of  Mrs.  BMand^s  marriage  settlement, 
the  testator  having  died  intestate  as  to  subsequently-acquired 
realestate  other  than  mortgage  and  trust  estates. 

The  Plaintiffs  and  the  trustees  of  the  will  do  not  dispute  that 
the  true  effect  of  the  purchase  by  the  testator  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  was  to  [vest  in  him  the  whole  legal  estate,  and  all 
beneficial  interest  in  the  mortgage,  freed  and  discharged  from  the 
trusts  expressed  in  the  mortgage  deeds;  that,  consequently,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  there  was  nothing  upon  which  the  devise  of 
all  his  mortgage  and  trust  estates  could  operate ;  that  the  pur- 
chase by  him  after  the  date  of  his  will  was  the  acquisition  of  a 
new  and  different  estate  and  interest  from  tliat  which  he  had  pur- 
ported by  his  will  to  devise  to  them ;  and  they  agree  with  the 
Defendants  that  the  testator  was  not  at  the  time  of  his  death 
seised  of  or  entitied  to  any  mortgage  or  trust  estate;  nor  do  they 


V. 
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^dispute  that  the  Bendiffe  estate,  the  absolnte  right  and  title  to     V.^).  B. 
i^rhich  the  testator  had  thus  acquired,  descended  npon  his  death  to        1S75 
his  heir&-at-law ;  and,  indeed,  the  law  npon*  this  subject  is  too  well     yabdlet 
And  firmly  established  to  be  open  to  question  or  doubt* 

In  Strode  y.  Lady  FdUdand  (1)  the  decision  is  expressed  in 
the  plainest  terms :  ^'  And  when  the  equity  of  redemption  was 
afterwards  purchased  in,  'twas  then  as  a  new  acquisition — a  new 
purchase  in  fee— -and  did  not  pass  by  the  will  made  before."  And 
"the  Lord  Chancellor  said:  '^As  to  the  mortgages,  though  the 
equity  of  redemption  be  afterwards  bought  in  or  foreclosed,  yet 
they  cannot  pass  that,  being  a  revocation  'pro  ianto/'  And 
^though  several  cases  were  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, and  others  may  be  found  referring  more  or  less  pointedly 
to  the  subject,  in  none  of  them  can  be  found  anything  at  vari- 
•ance  with  this  statement  of  the  law  as  it  stood  at  the  date  of  the 
will* 

The  Defendants  have,  however,  suggested  that^  though  this  be 
so,  yet  that  what  they  call  a  '^  dry  legal  estate,"  although  without 
beneficied  interest  of  any  kind,  passed  by  the  devise  to  the  trustees, 
and  that  of  that  dry  legal  estate  the  trustees  are  seised  in  trust 
for  the  heirs.  For  this  argument  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
foundation.  It  is  not  only  inconsistent  with  their  contention — 
piain  in  its  terms  and  true  in  law — ^that  the  testator  died  intestate 
as  to  the  estate  in  question,  but  it  would  contradict  the  very  words 
of  the  wilL  The  estate,  which  had  been  a  mortgaged  estate,  held 
upon  trusts  by  the  testator,  had  before  his  death  ceased  to  be  a 
mortgaged  estate — there  were  no  trusts  to  be  performed  by  him 
or  by  any  one  who  should  succeed  him — ^and  the  wiU  is,  in  the 
respect  I  have  been  examining,  wholly  inoperative  and  ineffectual, 
.and  can  only  be  read  for  the  purpose  of  construction,  as  if  no 
devise  of  mortgaged  or  trust  estate  had  been  mentioned  in  it 

The  case  of  the  Plaintiffs,  therefore,  is,  that,  having  regard  to 
the  possession  of  the  BencUffe  estate  by  the  trustees  of  the  will 
from  1826,  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  is  an  effectual  answer 
to  the  claim  made  by  the  Defendants  for  the  first  time,  by  their 
voluntary  answer  filed  on  the  28th  of  October,  1871 ;  and  upon 
;this  single  point  the  decision  of  the  case  must  rest.    The  Defen- 

,    (1)  3  Rep.  in  Ch.  90. 
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y.-OL  B.  danfs  have  argaed  that  the  statate  does  not  affect  their  clainiy  for 
1875  that  the  25th  section  of  the  statate  prevents  the  lapse  of  time  from 
Yabdlst  barring  them  by  reason  of  the  estate  being  held  by  the  trastees 
^oiIakoi  ^P^**  "  express  trust,**  and  they  rely  upon  the  case  of  BciUer  v. 
'-—  Cavanagh  (1),  in  which  a  testator  gave  lands  producing  a  clear 
profit  rental  of  £60  to  tmstees,  upon  trust  to  pay  annuities  for 
life,  the  aggregate  amount  of  which  was  less  than  the  whole 
amount  of  the  rental ;  but  declared  no  trust  of  the  surplus.  The 
decision  there  was,  that  there  was  declared  an  express  trust  npon 
the  face  of  the  will  within  the  meaning  of  the  25th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  LimHaiions ;  and  that  the  heir  of  the  testator  was  not 
barred  by  lapse  of  time  from  claiming  that  which  was  not  actually 
given  to  some  other  person.  That  case  was  dted  before  Lord 
St.  Leonards  in  Commissioners  of  Oharitahle  DonoHana  v.  TFy« 
brants  (2),  when  he  declined  to  give  any  opinion  upon  the  point 
whether  the  **  express  trust "  mentioned  in  the  statute  must  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  instrument,  but  decided  that  the  estate  having 
been  devised  subject  to  a  charge,  the  devisee,  being  liable  to  the 
burthen,  was  impressed  with  the  character  of  a  trustee  for  the 
charity  entitled  to  the  charge;  and  that,  therefore,  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  statute,  the  lapse  of  time  formed  no  bar  to  the 
claim  of  the  charity. 

No  doubt  the  will  in  this  case  does  contain  express  trusts — but 
of  what  ?  So  far  as  the  question  in  dispute  arises,  they  are  only 
trusts  of  the  mortgaged  and  trust  estates  belonging  to  the  testator 
at  the  date  of  his  will.  If  the  Bendiffe  estate  remained  at  the 
testator's  death  a  trust  estate  or  a  mortgaged  estate,  all  the 
testator's  interest  in  it  passed  by  the  will.  But  the  Defendants 
have  insisted — and  their  contention  in  this  respect  is  supported  by 
the  authorities  referred  to — that,  by  the  manner  in  which  the  tes- 
tator dealt  with  that  estate,  he  had  acquired  the  absolute  and 
exclusive  right  to  it — he  had  extinguished  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, and  wholly  annihilated  all  trusts  which  once  affected  it,  and 
had  become  absolutely  seised  of  an  estate  different  from  that 
which  he  had  disposed  of  by  his  will,  and  of  which  they  say  he 
died  intestate.  That  the  devisees  in  trust  thought  the  estate 
passed  to  them  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will  is  clear,  but  it  is  not 

(1)  1  D.  &  WaL  668.  (2)  ^  J.  &  Lat  182. 
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upon  this  ground  that  they  can  defeat  the  Defendants'  claim.     V.-O.B. 
Andy  when  the  Defendants  haye  succeeded  in  this  contention,  that        1875 
nothing  in  the  Bendiffe  estate  passed  by  the  will,  they  destroy  at     YAmm 
once  all  notion  that  there  could  remain  any  trusts  to  be  performed    „  ^- 
by  the  trustees.  — 

The  contention  of  the  Defendants  that  there  remains  in  the 
trustees  a  dry  legal  estate  of  which  they,  the  Defendants,  are 
entitled  to  a  conyeyance,  is  not  only  wholly  inconsistent  with 
their  argument  that  nothing  passed  by  the  will,  but  it  is  opposed 
to  the  plain  principles  of  the  law,  and  equally  repugnant  to  com- 
mon sense.  If  the  estate  passed  at  all  to  the  trustees,  the  trusts 
passed  along  with  it,  and  are  inseparable  from  it,  and  the  trustees 
cannot  be  called  upon  to  conyey  an  estate  which  they  hold  upon 
express  trusts  for  the  yery  purpose  of  destroying  those  trusts. 
But,  in  truth,  this  notion  of  the  dry  legal  estate  is  wholly  yisionary 
and  fictitious ;  it  is  so  dry  as  to  be  wholly  impalpable,  and  cannot 
be  said  to  exist  eyen  as  a  metaphysical  entity. 

A  point  was  made,  in  the  course  of  the  discussion,  of  the  fact 
that,  in  December,  1827,  the  trustees  of  the  will  had  procured  the 
assent  of  Sarah  Court,  one  of  the  heirs  of  the  testator,  to  their 
rescinding  the  agreement  which  the  testator  had  entered  into  with 
the  assignees  of  BeniUy  and  Fogg  for  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  in  the  Bendiffe  estate,  and  had  paid  her  £200  as  the 
consideration  for  such  her  assent. 

No  explanation  is  giyen  of  this  transaction,  and  at  this  distance 
of  time  it  is  not  probable  that  any  explanation  can  be  giyen. 
Nothing,  howeyer,  seems  to  haye  been  done  in  consequence  of  it. 
No  claim  has  been,  or  can  be  made  by  the  assignees,  and  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  Defendants  that  they  haye  by  yirtue  of  this  agree- 
ment become  entitled,  imder  the  will,  to  a  moiety  of  that  moiety 
of  the  estate  which  upon  the  testator's  death  descended  upon 
Sarah  Court  as  one  of  his  heirs,  is  wholly  unsustainable. 

Now,  in  this  state  of  things,  the  case  presents  at  least  a  remark- 
able appearance.  For  nearly  half  a  century  the  administration  of 
the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will  has  proceeded  without  question. 
The  trustees  haye  been  in  undisputed  possession  of  the  Bendiffe 
estate,  and  all  the  rest  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  haye  held  those 
estates  adyersely  to  all  the  world  except  their  own  cedvis  que  trust. 
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V.-0.  B.     And  have  duly  administered  them  according  to  the  tmsts  of  the  will. 

1875  The  teetator'B  co-heirs,  Thomas  Watkina  Tardley  and  John  Tardley^ 
YABDunr  "who  were  tenants  for  life,  enjoyed  their  respective  interests  without 
Holland.    difiBoulty  or  question.     Uiomas  W.  Ya/rdimfs  only  child,  the  late 

Mrs.  SclUand^  settled  her  share  upon  her  husband  and  her  children. 

Daring  her  life,  she  enjoyed  the  interest  purported  by  the  will  to 
be  given  to  her,  and  subsequently  to  her  death,  her  husband  and 
her  children,  the  Defendants,  have  enjoyed  and  do  enjoy  the  like 
interest 

The  children  of  John  Yardley  are  and  have  been  in  the  like 
enjoyment ;  and  it  is  under  these  circumstances,  and  at  this  dis- 
tance of  time,  that  the  claim  of  the  Defendants  last  named  is 
set  up. 

The  answer  of  the  trustees  of  the  will,  and  the  answer  of  the 
infant  Plaintiffs  to  this  claim  is,  that  the  nndisputed  possession  of 
the  estate  by  the  trustees  since  the  year  1826  is  made  by  the 
statute  a  perfect  and  complete  bar  to  so  stale  and  unreasonable  a 
demand  as  that  which  is  now  preferred  against  them.  There  may, 
indeed,  be  cases  in  which  that  protection  which  the  statute  extends 
is  hardly  reconcilable  with  strict  morality.  Nevertheless,  the  law 
is  established  upon  principles  of  the  soundest  public  policy,  to 
which,  for  the  common  good,  private  rights  and  interests  must  in 
all  cases  yield ;  and  it  is  unquestionably  the  policy  of  the  law  that 
it  is  better  in  all  cases  that  rights,  the  assertion  of  which  has  been 
neglected  for  a  long  period  of  years,  should  be  disregarded,  than 
that  a  course  of  transactions  honestly  conducted  should  be  set  at 
nought  by  permitting  a  captious  chicanery  to  prevail  against  the 
good  faith  with  which  they  have  been  conducted. 

And  of  all  the  cases  which  can  be  conceived,  it  would  hardly  be 
possible  to  find  one  in  which  the  principles  and  the  policy  of  the 
law  are  more  clearly  vindicated  than  that  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  present  litigation.  For  to  admit  the  claim  which  the  Defen- 
dants now  set  up  would  be,  not  only  to  disregard  those  principles 
and  to  counteract  that  policy,  but  it  would  be  to  give  an  encou- 
ragement and  support  to  an  unjust  attempt  to  make  the  form  of 
the  law  take  the  place  of  that  justice  which  it  is  the  first  purpose 
of  the  law  to  establish. 

I  think  it  was  in  an  evil  moment,  and  under  a  total  mistake  of 
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ihe  law,  that  this  contention  was  raised.    Much  time  and  expense     T.-O.  B. 
have  been  wasted  in  the  discussion  of  a  claim  by  the  Defendants,        1875 
the  eestutB  que  trust  under  Mrs.  HollancCs  settlement,  which  is     yarolet 
wholly  without  foundation^  and  which  has  had  no  other  effect  than    Holland. 

to  create  a  dispute  between  parties  whose  interests  are  equal,  and        

between  whom  nothing  but  a  perverse  ingenuity  could  have  raised 
the  shadow  of  a  question. 

The  decree  will  contain  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the 
Defendants  entitled  under  the  late  Mrs.  EoUaruTs  settlement,  are 
entitled,  in  equal  moieties,  and  according  to  their  respective  in- 
terests, to  the  whole  of  the  trust  estate,  the  particulars  of  which, 
including  the  BeneUffe  estate,  will  be  ascertained.  None  of  the 
parties  desiring  that  the  accounts  of  the  trust  estate  should  be 
taken,  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  give  any  directions  on  that  sub- 
ject The  general  costs  of  the  suit  must  of  necessity  be  borne  by 
the  trust  estate ;  but,  in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  those  costs, 
the  Taxing  Master  will  disallow  to  the  Defendants,  WiUiam  Hoi' 
land  and  the  trustees  of  his  marriage  settlement,  all  such  costs  as 
have  been  occasioned  by  the  claim  preferred  by  them  in  respect 
of  the  Bencliffe  estate,  and  in  respect  of  the  moiety  supposed  to 
bave  belonged  to  Sarah  Court,  and  to  have  been  relinquished  by 
lier  in  {iavoar  of  the  persons  interested  in  the  testator's  personal 
estate. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs  and  non-opposing  Defendants: 
Messrs.  JftZna,  Biddle,  dt  Mdhr,  agents  for  Messrs.  Cunliffe,  Leaf, 
it  Co.,  Manchester. 

Solicitors  for  the  opposing  Defendants:  Messrs.  Sharpe  dk 
DUithome,  agents  for  Mr.  0.  Birch,  Lichfidd. 
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V..0.  B.  SALAMAN  v.  GLOVER. 

1875  '  [1875    S.    127.] 

June  3,        Light  and  Air — Lessor  and  Lessee — CcXUUeral  Agreemeni — Lease  controlled  6y. 

.  An  agreement  to  grant  A.  a  lease,  in  a  form  set  out  in  a  schedule,  of 
property  in  the  City  as  soon  as  the  house  then  in  course  of  erection  hy  A.  on 
the  property  should  be  completed,  contained  a  proviso  that  nothing  therein 
contained  should  give  A,  a  right  to  any  easement  which  did  not  belong  to 
the  premises  agreed  to  be  demised  as  they  then  existed,  nor  to  any  right  of 
light  and  air  derived  from  over  the  houses  opposite  (which  belonged  to 
the  lessofs).  The  lease  subsequently  granted  was  of  the  land  together  with 
the  house  erected  thereon,  and  all  lights,  easements,  and  appurtenances 
thereto  belonging,  in  accordance  with  the  scheduled  form : — 

Held,  that  the  grant  by  the  lease  of  lights  and  easements  was  controlled  by 
the  antecedent  agreement,  which  was  to  be  read  as  part  of  the  lease ;  and 
that  A.  was  not  entitled  to  restrain  the  lessees  of  the  opposite  houses  from 
building  so  as  to  obstruct  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  his  premises  ixom  over 
such  houses. 

IN  1869  the  Plaintiff  Salamany  having  acquired  the  residne  of  a 
lease  granted  by  the  Chldsmitha'  Company  of  a  house  in  Matden- 
head  Cawrt^  in  the  city  of  London^  surrendered  this  lease  and  ap- 
plied to  the  company  for  a  building  lease  of  the  ground  occupied 
by  Nos.  ly  2y  3, 4,  ISaidenhead  Court  (haying  a  frontage  towards 
Maidenhead  Court  and  Bedeross  Square). 

On  behalf  of  the  company,  Mr.  Heskethy  their  architect^  by  an 
agreement  of  the  17th  of  June,  1869,  agreed  that  as  soon  as  the 
house  to  be  erected  by  the  Plaintiffs  should  be  covered  in  the 
company  would  demise  by  indenture  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  land  in 
question  for  a  term  of  sixty  years — the  lease  to  be  in  the  form 
annexed  to  the  agreement.  And  it  was  provided  in  the  agreement 
''  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  as  giving  to  the 
said  Meyer  Salaman  a  right  to  any  easement  which  does  not  belong 
or  appertain  to  the  premises  hereby  agreed  to  be  demised  as  they 
now  exist,  nor  to  any  right  of  light  and  air  derived  from  over  the 
houses  on  the  east  side  of  Bedeross  Square  and  the  south  side  of 
Maidenhead  Court  aforesaid,  nor  any  power  or  authority  to  block 
or  obstruct  any  easement  which  belongs  to  any  other  property  of 
the  said  Wardens  and  Commonalty,  or  of  any  other  person  or 
persons  whatsoever." 


V. 

Glovbh. 
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The  Plaintiffs  proceeded  to  pull  down  the  houses  1,  2,  3,  4,     y.^.  B. 
Maidenhead  Ccwrt^  and  bailt  a  new  messuage  upon  their  site.        i875 
After  the  completion  of  the  new  messuage,  the  Ocldemitha'  Com-     salauIn 
i>A^9  by  t^  indenture  of  the  24th  of  November,  1870,  granted  to 
the  Plaintiflb  a  lease  of  the  land  on  which  the  new  messuage  had 
been  erected,  ^  together  with  the  messuage  or  dwelling-house  and 
premises  erected  and  built  thereon,  and  all  cellars,  lights,  ease* 
ments,  ways,  watercourses,  priyileges,  advantages,  and  appurte- 
nances to  the  said  premises  belonging,"  being  in  the  form  annexed 
to  the  agreement. 

In  December,  1874,  Mr.  EesJceth,  on  behalf  of  the  Goldsmiihs 
Company f  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Defendants  to  grant, 
for  building  purposes,  a  lease  of  land  fronting  Maidenhead  Court, 
immediately  opposite  the  land  demised  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Defendants  had  pulled  down  the  old  buildings,  about  twenty 
feet  high,  thereon,  and  commenced  the  erection  of  a  new  building, 
which  was  intended  to  be  of  a  height  much  greater  than  that  of 
the  former  buildings. 

Mxidenhead  Court  is  only  from  5ft.6in.to6fL2in.  wide, 
and  the  effect  of  the  Defendants'  new  building,  if  carried  up  to  the 
height  proposed  (sixty  feet),  would  be,  as  alleged  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs, completely  to  darken  and  render  useless  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  now  employed  the  Plainti£b'  warehouse  or  messuage. 
They  had  accordingly  filed  their  bill,  and  now  moved  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  interference  by  Defendants  with  the  access 
of  light  and  air  to  the  windows  of  their  warehouse. 


Mr.  £ay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Solomon,  for  the  PIainti£b,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion : — 

We  rely  upon  our  lease  of  the  24th  of  November,  1870,  by  which 
the  site  of  our  warehouse,  with  all  lights,  easements,  and  appur- 
tenances, was  demised  to  us  by  the  OoldsmUhf  Company.  After 
this  demise  the  company  cannot  build  upon  the  remainder  of 
their  land  so  as  to  stop  the  Ughts  of  the  house  upon  the  land 
demised  to  us  for  building  purposes ;  and  as  the  company  cannot 
do  it,  so  neither  can  their  vendee  or  lessee :  Pcdmer  v.  Fleieher  (1) ; 
Gale  on  Easements  (2).  The  erection  of  the  Defendants'  building  so 

(1)1  Lev.  122.  (2)  Page  88. 
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V.-G.  B.      as  to  darken  our  windows  is  an  act  whereby  we  haye  sustained  a 

1875        derogation  of  rights  acquired  by  our  lease,  and  the  antecedent  agree* 

Salahak     Q^ent  of  1869  cannot  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  construing  or 

Glovkb.     contradicting  the  plain  terms  of  our  lease — ie.,  to  light  unobstructed 

' —       by  anything  to  be  erected  on  any  land  which  at  the  time  belonged 

to  the  grantor ;  and  as  the  original  lessors  could  not  have  derogated 

from  their  grant,  all  lessees  claiming  under  them  are  equally^ 

bound :  Compton  y.  Bichards  (1) ;  Leech  y.  Sohweder  (2). 

Mr.  Jackaon,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Defendants : — 

It  may  be  admitted  that  if  the  lease  stood  alone  it  would  not  be- 
competent  for  the  Ooldsmiihs'  Company  to  build  so  as  to  obstruct 
the  light  granted  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  further,  that  the  case  must 
be  tried  as  if  the  Ocldamiihs'  Company,  and  not  their  lessees,  were- 
the  Defendants. 

Bat  the  grant  contained  in  the  lease  is  cut  down  by  the  proyiso- 
in  the  antecedent  agreement,  which  is  a  binding  collateral  agree- 
ment affecting  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  demised,  capable  of 
being  enforced  independently  of  the  lease,  although  not  incorpo- 
rated in  it :  Marffan  y.  OriffUh  (3) ;  JSrskine  y.  Adeane  (4). 

The  company  intended  at  the  time  to  grant  a  building  lease  of 
the  opposite  site,  and  would  not  haye  granted  a  lease  to  the  Plaintifb 
except  upon  the  collateral  understanding  that  the  legal  right  to  an 
uninterrupted  access  of  light  and  air  was  to  be  excluded.  Haying- 
thus  contracted  themselyes  out  of  their  right  to  complain  of  any 
obstruction  to  their  easement  of  light  and  air  in  a.  particular 
direction,  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  an  injunction.  So  far 
as  their  oase  is  rested  upon  a  title  by  prescription,  independently 
of  the  grant  contained  in  their  lease,  the  answer  is  that  a  tenant 
cannot  prescribe  against  his  own  landlord,  or  any  one  claiming 
under  him. 

[They  referred  to  Leech  y.  Schweder  upon  this  point] 

j    Mr.  Kay,  in  reply : — 

The  whole  fallacy  lies  in  calling  the  agreement  of  1869  a 
collateral  agreement    To  be  collateral,  it  must  in  no  way  con* 

(1)  1  Price,  27.  (3)  Law  Bep.  6  Ex.  70. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  463.  (4)  Ibid.  8  Ch.  756. 
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tradicti  and  must  not  c<HDitain  any  terms  ^'  which  conflict  with      y.-C.  B. 
the  written  document " :  Morgan  v.  OriffUh  (1).  1879 

The  agreement  on  which  the  Defendants  rely  is  inconsistent     Salavax 
with  and  directly  contradicts  the  terms  of  the  lease,  by  restricting     qi^^ 

that  which  was  unrestricted,  and  to  admit  it  as  controlling  the  terms        

of  the  lease  would  be  against  every  rule  of  eyidence  and  construc- 
tion, and  beyond  the  authorities  of  Morgan  y.  Oriffiih  or  Enkine  y. 
Adeane  (2),  where  the  stipulation  relied  on  was  not  a  parol  variation 
of  the  lease,  but  a  collateral  promise  made  as  a  consideration  for 
the  execution  of  the  lease.  But  if  the  antecedent  agreement  can 
be  looked  at,  it  was  merely  an  interim  provision,  operating  only 
until  the  house  was  built  and  the  formal  lease  granted. 

Sib  James  Bacok,  V.O.  : — 

I  cannot  think  there  is  any  such  right  as  has  been  asserted  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiff.  Whether  the  agreement  is  collateral  or 
not  is  a  matter  of  very  slight  importance.  It  is  to  be  construed 
by  the  Court  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
The  history  of  the  agreement  is  clear  upon  the  evidence,  and 
without  evidence  would  almost  tell  its  own  story.  The  OoldsmUhs^ 
Company^  having  land  which  they  were  about  to  let  for  building 
purposes,  agreed  to  let  it  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  in  order  that  he  who 
was  going  to  lay  out  his  money  might  have  some  sort  of  security,  this 
agreement  was  entered  into,  upon  which  he  was  put  into  possession 
and  at  liberty  to  commence  his  building  operations.  He  was  to 
have  a  lease,  but  not  until  a  certain  progress  should  have  been 
made  in  the  building,  and  the  lease  was  to  be  made  **  in  the  form 
hereto  annexed."  Then  comes  the  proviso.  How,  then,  is  the 
proviso  contained  in  an  agreement — ^that  he  shall  have  a*  lease  in 
the  form  hereto  annexed  with  a  proviso — to  be  dealt  with  ?  Is  it 
not  the  right  of  the  lessor,  the  lease  being  executed  in  the  terms 
there  prescribed,  to  come  to  the  Court  and  say,  *^  Insert  in  die 
lease  that  proviso  which  was  part  of  the  original  contract "  ?  Can 
I  read  the  lease  as  meaning  anything  else  but  being  governed  by 
that  proviso  ?  I  think  not  in  point  of  law.  In  point  of  reason  and 
justice  I  have  not  a  shadow  of  doubt  about  it ;  but  in  point  of  law 
I  think  the  QoldemUM  Company  have  a  right  to  say  that  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  70.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  756. 
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y.-0.  B.     agreement  speaks  for  itself.    There  is  a  lease  which  is  in  proper 

1875       terms,  and  demises  the  easements,  and  the  light,  and  all  the  other 

Salam Air    things  included  in  those  general  words ;  but  inasmuch  as  other 

^  ^'         operations  are  going  on  there  which  make  it  necessary  to  qualify 

the  generality  of  that  demise,  it  is  provided  that  ^*  nothing  herein 

contained" — and  although  stress  was  laid  on  that  expression 
**  herein  contained,"  I  must  read  the  prescribed  form  of  lease  as 
being  contained  in  the  schedule  to  it — ^'^  shall  be  construed  as 
giving  to  Mr.  Salaman  a  right  to  any  easement  which  does  not 
belong  or  appertain  to  the  premises  hereby  agreed  to  be  demised 
as  they  now  exists  nor  to  any  right  of  light  and  air  derived  from 
over  the  houses  on  the  east  side  of  Bedeross  Square  and  the  south 
side  of  Maidenhead  Court  aforesaid,  nor  any  power  or  authority  to 
block  or  obstruct  any  easement  which  belongs  to  any  other 
property  of  the  said  company,  or  any  other  person  or  persons 
whomsoeyer."  I  must  read  these  words  for  all  purposes  of  con- 
struction to  decide  legal  rights  as  if  they  were  inserted  in  the 
lease  which  has  been  executed,  and  in  my  opinion  the  Plaintiff  is 
bound  by  that  proviso.  He  is  bound  not  to  claim  light  and  air  for 
the  houses  on  the  south  side  of  MatdenJiead  Court.  He  is  bound 
by  every  other  restriction  which  is  there  contained,  and  the  words 
''lights  and  easements"  are  to  be  read  with  that  qualification. 
There  must  be  other  lights,  there  may  be  other  easements ;  what 
there  must  be  or  may  be  I  do  not  know,  nor  need  I  now  inquire. 
Sut  the  words  contained  in  the  demise  have  their  fuU  potency  and 
effect  subject  to  the  proviso,  which,,  in  my  opinion,  is  so  clear  that 
no  doubt  whatever  can  be  entertained  about  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  or  die  legal  effect  of  the  documents  which  have  been 
executed. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  EiUeanj  ;  Mr.  /.  P.  Biggenden. 
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June  10. 


PADDON  V.  WINCH.  V.-0.  B. 

[1869    P.    178.]  ^^^ 

Practice — Taacation — Lovoer  Scale — Gen,  Ord.  ZOlh  Jan.  1857,  r.  Z-^SuU  to 

enforce  Charge. 

The  costs  of  a  suit  by  a  legatee  to  enforce  against  the  testator's  real  estate 
in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  his  legacy  charged  by  the  will  on  such  real  estate, 
are  taxable  on  the  lower  scale  under  Bule  3  of  the  Order  of  the  30th  of 
January,  1857,  when  the  amount  of  such  charge  is  less  than  £1000. 

Application  by  adjoamed  summons  for  an  order  that  the 
Taxing  Master  might  review  his  taxation,  bj  which  the  costs  of 
the  Plaintiff  and  of  Defendants  in  the  same  interest  were  taxed 
on  the  higher  scale. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  a  legatee  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
amount  found  due  for  principal  and  interest  in  respect  of  three 
several  legacies  of  £150,  £250,  and  £250,  given  to  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  Defendants  Betsey  Ching  and  John  Hopper  by  the  will  of 
William  Turner,  and  thereby  charged  upon  his  freehold  messuages 
and  tenements,  declared  to  be  a  charge  upon  such  freehold  pro- 
perty in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant  Winchy  to  whom  (with  an 
indemnity  against  the  legacies)  the  property  had  been  sold  by  the 
mortgagees.  The  bill  also  prayed  an  account  of  what  was  due  to 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  two  legatees  for  principal  and  interest  in 
respect  of  their  legacies,  and  payment  by  the  Defendant  Wineh  by 
a  short  day,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defen- 
dants Ching  and  Eopper^  or  in  default  of  payment,  a  sale ;  and  if 
necessary,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  2nd  of  June,  1874  (in  addition  to 
payment  of  the  sums  found  due  in  respect  of  the  three  legacies 
amounting  in  all  to  £709  19«.  lQd.\  the  Defendant  Winch  was 
ordered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  and  to  the  Defendants  Mrs.  Ching 
and  John  Hopper  the  amount  of  their  costs  of  suit  when  taxed. 

The  Taxing  Master  had  taxed  the  costs  on  the  higher  scale,  and 
in  reply  to  objections  taken  by  the  Defendant  Winch  had  stated 
his  reasons  as  follows : — 

ToL.  XX.  2K  2 
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'^  I  have  taxed  the  costs,  Ac,  on  the  higher  scale  because  I  con- 
sider that  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit  falls  within  the  express 
words  of  the  first  case  as  to  scale  at  page  195  of  the  Cons.  Orders, 
the  real  estate  of  the  testator  charged  with  the  legacies  being 
above  £1000." 

A  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  Defendant  for  a  review  of  the 
taxation,  and  adjourned  into  Court  (1). 

Mr.  Ince^  in  support  of  the  summons : — 

This  being  a  suit  to  enforce  a  charge,  viz.,  a  legacy  charged  upon 
land,  and  the  charge  being  for  an  amount  less  than  £1000,  the 
case  falls  precisely  within  the  3rd  rule.  That  rule  is  not  confined 
to  mortgages  properly  so  called,  either  equitable  or  legal,  as  in  all 
such  cases  the  only  proper  remedy  is  foreclosure  or  redemption : 
James  v.  James  (2) ;  and  consequently  if  any  meaning  is  to  be  given 
to  the  words  that  follow,  **  or  for  enforcing  any  charge  or  lien," 
they  must  refer  to  charges  which  are  not  charges  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, and  they  are  properly  applicable  to  a  case  like  the  present^ 
where  nothing  in  the  shape  of  administration  is  prayed,  and  the 
suit  is  simply  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  a  charge  upon  freehold 
hereditaments. 


Mr.  jE7.  Cutler,  for  the  Plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  Taxing  Master's 


(1)  The  regulation  as  to  solicitors' 
fees  and  charges  contained  in  the  Order 
of  the  30th  of  January,  1857  (see  Mor- 
gaUf  4th  Ed.  App.  zxxiii.),  is,  so  far  as 
is  material,  as  follows : — 

*'l.  Solicitors  shall  he  entitled  to 
charge  and  he  allowed  the  fees  set 
forth  in  the  column  headed  *  Lower 
Scale'  in  the  2nd  schedule  hereto  in 
the  several  cases  following,  unless  the 
Court  shall  make  order  to  Uie  contrary ; 
that  is  to  say, 

**  1st.  In  all  suits  hy  creditors,  lega- 
tees (whether  specific,  pecuniary,  or 
residuary),  devisees  (whether  in  trust 
or  otherwise),  heirs-at-law,  or  next  of 
kin,  in  which  the  personal  or  real  or 


personal  and  real  estate  for  or  against 
or  in  respect  of  which,  or  for  an  account 
or  administration  of  which,  the  demand 
may  he  made,  shall  he  under  the  amount 
or  value  of  £1000. 

**  2ndly.  In  all  suits  for  the  execu* 
tion  of  trusts  in  which  the  trust  estate 
or  fund  shall  he  under  the  amount  or 
value  of  £1000. 

**  3rdly.  In  all  suits  for  foreclosure 
or  redemption  or  for  enforcing  any 
charge  or  lien  in  which  the  mortgage 
whereon  the  suit  is  founded,  or  the 
charge  or  lien  sought  to  he  enforced^ 
shall  he  under  the  amount  or  value  of 
£1000." 

(2)  Law  Bep.  IG  Eq.  153. 


V. 

WnrcH. 
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decision,  contended  that  the  taxation  was  rightly  made  upon  the     V.-0. 6. 
higher  scale,  inasmuch  as  it  was  a  suit  bj  a  legatee  in  which  the       1875 
real  estate,  against  which  the  demand  was  made,  was  above  the     paddon 
value  of  £1000,  and  therefore  excepted  from  the  lower  scale  rule 
both  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  Eule  1.    Even  assuming  that  the 
suit  was  one  of  those  mentioned  in  Rule  3,  then,  although  the 
charge  in  respect  of  which  the  suit  was  instituted  was  under 
£1000,  the  relief  prayed  was  not  limited  to  the  recovery  of  the 
amount  of  the  charge,  as  the  bill  went  on  to  ask  for  additional 
relief  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  therefore  the  case 
was  not  one  for  taxation  on  the  lower  scale:  Chrimes  v.  JETar- 
Tison{V). 

Sib  James  Baoon,  Y.C,  said  that  the  Bules  were  very  express 
and  distinct,  and  the  suit  was  clearly  one  of  those  falling  within 
Kule  3.  There  was  no  attempt  in  this  bill  to  get  any  account  or 
administration.  It  simply  sought  to  enforce  a  charge  created  by 
the  testator's  will,  and  was  most  distinctly  a  suit  for  enforcing  a 
charge  or  lien  and  nothing  else,  and  the  charge  sought  to  be 
enforced  was  under  the  amount  of  £1000.  The  case  being  clearly 
brought  within  Bule  3,  taxation  onght  to  be  on  the  lower  and  not 
on  the  higher  scale. 

Befer  it  back  to  the  Taxing  Master  to  review  his  taxation  by 
taxing  the  costs  on  the  lower  instead  of  the  higher  scale. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  DiHon  Wdb  dk  Co. ;  Mr.  Downing. 

(1)  27  Bear.  199. 


2K2 
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June  10. 


v.^.  B.       MERCHANT  BANKING  COMPANY  v.  MAUD. 

^^^  [1867    M.    63.] 

,  Practice — Taxaiioti^'Third  Counsel, 

An  arrangement  by  which  a  Q.C.  retained  for  one  of  the  Defendants  for 
the  hearing  of  an  appeal  has  been  transferred  to  the  co-Defendants  to  argue 
the  case  for  them  as  leading  counsel,  does  not  justify  the  allowance  of  three 
counsel  on  party  and  party  taxation;  although  only  four  counsel  were 
employed  between  the  two  sets  of  Defendants,  and  the  hearing  of  the  appeal 
occupied  seyeral  days. 

Ad  JOUBNED  summons  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  Maud  and 
Seruiion  for  a  review  of  the  taxation,  by  which  the  brief  of  a  third 
counsel,  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  this  suit  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  was  disallowed. 

The  ease  was  heard  before  yice-Chancellor  James  in  February, 
1870,  when  the  Plaintiffs*  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs.  On  that 
occasion  Maudsnd  SenUton  were  represented  by  Mr.  AmpMeU,  Q.C., 
and  Mr,  Pontifex^  and  their  co-Defendant  THmingham  by  Mr.  W.  F. 
Eobinson ;  his  leader,  Mr.  DruoSy  Q.C.,  haying  died  since  he  had 
been  retained. 

The  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  Lord  Chancellor  Hatherley,  and  on  the 
hearing  of  this  appeal  on  the  3rd,  4th,  7th,  and  8th  of  November, 
and  19th  of  December,  1870,  Sir  RoundeU  Palmer,  Q.C.,  who  had 
been  retained  on  behalf  of  Triminffham,  was  by  arrangement  trans- 
ferred to  Matid  and  ScnMon,  and  held  their  leading  brief  in  addi- 
tion to  Mr.  AmpMett  and  Mr.  Pcmlifex ;  while  Trimingham  was 
represented  by  Mr.  Robinson  only. 

The  Vice-Chancellor's  order  was  reversed  by  Lord  Chancellor 
Hatherley,  but  on  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor's order  was,  in  June,  1874,  reversed,  the  Vice-Chancellor's 
order  restored,  and  the  Plaintiffs  ordered  to  pay  the  Defendants 
their  costs  of  suit,  including  the  costs  of  their  appeal  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

In  reference  to  the  arrangement  by  which  the  retainer  of  Sir 
BotmdeU  Palmer  was  transferred  from  Triminffham  to  Maud  and 
Scrutton,  it  was  stated  that  inasmuch  as  Triminffham  had  in  the 
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Yice-Chancellor's  Court  relied  only  on  certain  technical  points,  and 
had  not  entered  into  the  main  defence  on  the  facts  raised  by  the 
other  Defendants,  it  was  fonnd  that  his  counsel  would  not  be 
permitted  to  argue  the  whole  case  on  the  appeal,  and  consequently 
it  was  considered  expedient  in  the  interest  of  all  the  Defendants, 
and  courteous  to  counsel,  that  Sir  BoundeU  Palmer  should  hold 
the  leading  brief  {or  Mavd  and  ScruHon,  and  be  thus  able  to  argue 
the  whole  case — an  arrangement  by  which,  as  only  the  usual 
number  of  counsel  were  employed  between  the  two  sets  of  Defen- 
dants, the  Plaintiffs  were  not  in  any  way  prejudiced.  Beference 
was  also  made  to  the  magnitude  and  importance  of  the  case,  the 
proceedings  in  which  occupied  392  printed  pages. 

The  Taxing  Master  stated  that  he  did  not  consider  *'  that  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case  it  is  right  to  allow  the  employment 
of  such  third  counsel ;"  and  in  reference  to  the  contention  that  a 
co-Defendant  in  the  same  interest  gave  up  the  services  of  Sir 
BoundeU  Palmer  to  these  Defendants,  and  only  took  in  one  counsel 
himself,  he  did  not  consider  that  to  be  a  question  he  could  go  into 
in  a  party  and  party  taxation. 


V.-0.  B. 

1875 


SiEBOHAKT 

Bankino 
Company 

V, 

Maud. 


Mr.  W.  F.  Bdbinsonj  in  support  of  the  application  to  review, 
contended  that,  having  regard  to  the  magnitude  and  length  of  the 
proceedings,  and  especially  the  arrangement  by  which  four  counsel 
only  were  engaged  for  two  sets  of  Defendants,  Sir  BottndeU  Palmer^s 
brief  ought  to  have  been  allowed. 

Mr.  Langhy^  contra^  was  not  called  on. 

SiB  James  Bacon,  Y.C,  did  not  think  that  the  length  of  the 
proceedings  in  this  case,  or  the  arrangement  entered  into  between 
the  Defendants,  afforded  any  ground  for  disturbing  the  disallow- 
ance by  the  Taxing  Master  of  the  third  counsel's  brief. 

No  order  on  summons. 


Solicitors :  Messrs.  Champion^  Bohinsan,  &  Poole ;  Messrs.  Flux 
&Co. 
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May  26. 


v.^.  H.  EWAET  V.  CHUBB. 

^^^^  [1866    E.    91.] 

Practice— Divorce  and  Mairimonial  Cattses  Act,  1857  (20  <fe  21  Vict.  c.  85), 
8s,  21,  25,  26 — Married  Woman  having  obtained  Froteetion  Order — Suit 
by — Further  Ccmideraiion — Evidenoe-~^Continuing  Separaiion — Ko  Settle^ 
ment, 

Where,  upon  the  further  consideration  of  an  administration  suit  instituted 
by  a  married  woman  who  had  obtained  a  protection  order  suing  as  a  feme 
sole  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  20  &  21  Yict.  c  85,  ss.  21,  25, 
26,  it  was  proposed  to  pay  to  the  married  woman  her  share  of  the  testator's 
estate,  the  Court : — 

Held,  tbat  evidence  must  be  produced  that  the  separation  was  a  con- 
tinuing one,  but  accepted  the  affidavit  of  the  married  woman  as  to  this 
fact,  and  also  as  to  no  settlement  or  agreement  for  a  settlement  having  been 
made. 

X  HIS  was  an  administration  suit  instituted  by  a  residuary  legatee 
who  was  a  married  woman  suing  as  a  feme  sole  by  virtue  of  the 
proyisions  of  the  Act  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  85. 

Before  the  bill  was  filed  the  Plaintiff  had  been  deserted  by  her 
husband,  and  had  obtained  a  protection  order  under  the  21st  sec- 
tion of  the  above-mentioned  Act,  the  last  clause  of  which  section 
provides,  that  if  any  order  of  protection  be  made  *^  the  wife  shall 
during  the  continuance  thereof  be  and  be  deemed  to  have  been 
during  such  desertion  of  her  in  the  like  position  in  all  respects  with 
regard  to  property  and  contracts  and  suing  and  being  sued  as  she 
would  be  under  this  Act  if  she  obtained  a  judicial  separation." 

By  the  25th  section  of  the  Act  it  is  enacted  tbat  *'  in  every  case 
of  a  judicial  separation  the  wife  shall,  from  the  date  of  the  sentence 
and  whilst  the  separation  shall  continue,  be  considered  as  a  feme 
sole  with  respect  to  property  of  every  description  which  she  may 
acquire,  or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her, .  •  .  .  pro- 
vided that  if  such  wife  should  again  cohabit  with  her  husband  all 
such  property  as  she  may  be  entitled  to  when  such  cohabitation 
shall  take  place  shall  be  held  to  her  separate  use."  And  by  the  26th 
section  it  is  enacted  that  '^  in  every  case  of  a  judicial  separation  the 
wife  shall  while  so  separated  be  considered  as  a  feme  sole  for  the 
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purposes  of  contract,  and  wix)ngs  and  injuries,  and  suing  and  being  y.-0.  H. 

sued  in  any  civil  proceeding."  1875 

Evideuce  of  the  continuance  of  the  separation  was  produced  at  ewabt 

the  hearing,  and  the  cause  now  coming  on  for  further  considera-  ohu'bb. 

tion,  it  was  proposed  to  take  an  order  for  payment  out  of  Court        

to  the  Plaintiff  of  her  share  of  the  testator's  estate. 

,  Mr.  Davey,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

There  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  capacity  of  the  Plaintiff 
to  sue  as  a  feme  sole,  though  existing  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause, 
is  still  a  continuing  one  and  now  subsists ;  and  it  would  seem  that, 
.according  to  the  language  of  the  21st,  25th,  and  26th  sections  of 
this  Act  (20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85),  this  evidence  ought  to  be  produced. 
The  Court,  however,  will  perhaps,  under  the  circumstances,  be  satis- 
fied with  the  affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff  herself  upon  this  point,  and, 
moreover,  will  not  require  the  husband  to  join  in  the  affidavit  of 
no  settlement. 

Mr.  Bodwdlf  for  the  Defendants. 

Sir  Chables  Hall,  V.C. : — 

Upon  the  construction  of  the  21st,  25th,  and  26th  sections  of  this 
Act,  evidence  of  the  continuance  of  the  separation  between  the 
husband  and  wife  should  be  produced  at  the  hearing  on  further  con- 
sideration. I  will,  however,  accept  the  affidavit  of.  the  Plaintiff  as 
to  this  fact,  and  I  will  also  accept  her  affidavit  as  to  there  having 
been  no  settlement  or  agreement  for  a  settlement. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  PatceTy  Andrew,  &  Wood, 
figents  for  Mr.  W.  0,  Jarraii,  Greai  Driffield ;  Messrs.  Vallanee  d; 
VaSanee,  agents  for  Messrs.  Coxwdl  &  Co.,  Southampton. 
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V.-C.  H.  In  re  TINKLER'S  ESTATE. 

1875 

,^^^  WUl — Trust  Legacy — Tenant  fw  Life  and  JRemainderman — Capital  and 

Nay  26.  Income — Apportionment  between, 

A  testator  bequeathed  a  legacy  of  £10,000  with  interest  from  his  death  at 
4  per  cent,  per  annum  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  certain 
persons  during  the  life  of  one  of  them,  and  after  her  death  upon  trust  for 
other  persons. 

The  testator's  estate  was  insufficient  for  payment  in  full  of  his  legacies,  and 
the  realization  of  his  assets  occupied  several  years : — 

ffeidf  that  moneys  from  time  to  time  received  by  the  trustees  and  appli- 
cable to  the  legacy  were  divisible  rateably  between  capital  and  income,  sa 
as  to  attribute  to  income  £4  per  cent,  from  the  testator's  death  on  the  amount 
attributed  to  capital. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  TINKLER,  by  his  wfll,  dated  the  25th  of  June, 
1849,  amongst  other  legacies,  bequeathed  unto  Biehard  Tinkler 
and  William  Alexander  Tinkler,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  **  the  sum  of  £10,000,  with  interest  for  the  same  at  £4 
per  cent  per  annum  from  my  decease,"  upon  trust  to  invest  the 
said  sum  of  £10,000  as  in  the  said  will  mentioned,  and  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  said  sum  of  £10,000  and  the  investments  thereof, 
*'  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof,"  upon 
the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  concerning  the  trust  moneys  therein- 
after directed  to  be  holden  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Mary  Ann 
Raehd  BrvmkiU  and  her  child  or  children,  ^and  the  interest^ 
dividends,  and    annual  proceeds  thereof;*'  and  the  testator  de* 
dared  that  the  receipts  of  his  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time 
being  should  be  effectual  discharges  **  for  the  said  sum  of  £10,000, 
and  the  interest  thereof."    The  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Jlf.  A*  B. 
BrvmkiU  and  her  child  or  children  thus  referred  to  were  trusts 
under  which  the  trustees  or  trustee  were  from  time  to  time  during 
the  life  of  M.  A.  JB.  BrvMskiU  to  receive  the  interest,  dividends, 
and  annual  proceeds  of  the  trust  fund,  and  to  pay  or  apply  so 
much  thereof  as  they  thought  fit  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit 
of  her  and  her  children,  and  to  invest  the  surplus  income,  and 
after  her  death  to  stand  possessed  of  the  trust  fund  and  all  aocu* 
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mulatioDS  upon  trust  for  her  children  living  at  the  death  of  the     Y.-CH. 
testator,  or  bom  afterwards,  and  who  should  attain  the  age  of       1875 
twenty-one,  as  tenants  in  common.    The  trustees,  Biehard  TinMer       j„ ,.« 
and  William  Alexander  Tinkler,  were  also  the  executors  of  the     ^^^^'^ 
will.  ' 

The  testator  died  in  May,  1853,  and  his  estate  was  not  sufScient 
for  the  payment  in  full  of  the  legacies  bequeathed  by  his  will. 
A  large  part  of  his  assets  consisted  of  a  debt  due  from  a  firm  to 
whom  time  for  payment  was  given  by  his  executors  under  powers 
contained  in  his  will ;  and  the  failure  of  this  firm  some  years  after 
the  death  of  the  testator  further  delayed  the  realization  of  his 
estate.  From  time  to  time,  however,  dividends  were  paid  by  the 
firm  in  question  to  the  executors,  which  dividends  consisted  partly 
of  sums  on  account  of  principal,  and  partly  of  interest  on  the 
amount  for  the  time  being  due.  The  executors  divided  each 
dividend  as  it  was  received  into  principal  and  interest,  invested 
the  principal  sums  towards  making  up  the  capital  of  the  £10,000 
legacy,  and  applied  the  sum  which  represented  the  interest  upon 
the  trusts  declared  by  the  will  as  income  of  the  £10,000. 

On  the  8th  of  January,  1872,  a  decretal  order  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  testator's  estate  was  made  upon  a  summons  in 
Chambers,  taken  out  by  the  residuary  legatee  under  the  testator  s 
will.  By  his  certificate  in  this  suit  the  Chief  Clerk  only  allowed 
to  the  executors  in  respect  of  payments  for  income  such  interest 
as  the  capital  sums  so  invested  on  account  of  the  £10,000  had 
actually  yielded,  and  disallowed  them  the  sums  so  appropriated 
by  them  to  interest  on  the  £10,000  out  of  the  dividends  aforesaid, 
on  the  ground  that  as  the  estate  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  the 
legacies  in  full,  such  sums,  though  paid  as  interest,  ought  to  be 
treated  as  capital 

The  executors  then  took  out  a  summons  to  have  the  certificate 
varied  by  allowing  to  them  the  sum  of  £1026  Ids.  Sd.,  which  repre- 
sented interest  after  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the 
amounts  from  time  to  time  invested  on  account  of  the  capital  of 
the  legacy,  from  the  death  of  the  testator  to  the  date  of  the  respec- 
tive investments ;  and  this  summons  being  adjourned  into  Court 
now  came  on  with  the  further  consideration  of  the  suit. 
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y.-C.  H.         Mr.  Banid  Jones,  for  the  Defendants,  the  executors,  in  support 
1875        of  the  summons : — 


In  re  The  disallowance  of  these  payments  is  plainly  erroneous.    The 

Tikeleb's 

Estate,  testator  has  himself  directed  that  the  legacy  of  £10,000  shall 
■"""  carry  interest  at  £4  per  cent,  per  annum  from  his  death.  This 
interest  is  specifically  given  to  the  legatees,  just  as  much  as  the 
capital,  and  the  persons  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  legacy  have 
a  right  to  participate  pro  rata  in  whatever  the  estate  may  yield, 
notwithstanding  the  assets  are  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  the 
legacies  in  full.  The  true  principle  is,  that  on  each  occasion  when 
the  trustees  made  an  investment  on  account  of  capital  a  sum 
equal  to  £4  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  amount  so  invested  from 
the  date  of  the  testator's  death  to  that  of  the  investment  should 
have  been  credited  to  income,  and  the  trustees  ought  to  be  allowed 
on  income  account  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  interest  on  the 
sums  from  time  to  time  invested,  calculated  on  this  footing. 

Mr.  Gregory  Walker,  for  the  Plaintiff,  supported  the  finding  of 
the  Chief  Clerk. 

Mr.  Ja$on  Smith,  for  other  Defendants. 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  Y.C,  said  that  all  moneys  appropriated  to- 
wards the  £10,000  legacy  were  divisible  rateably  between  capital 
and  income,  and  the  certificate  must  be  varied  accordingly.  His 
Honour  then  made  the  following  order : — Declare  that  all  moneys 
received  by  the  trustees,  or  either  of  them,  from  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  William  Tinkler,  and  applicable  to  the  legacy  of  £10,000 
bequeathed  to  them  by  the  testator  upon  trust,  were  divisible  rate- 
ably  between  capital  and  income,  and  that  accordingly  the  De- 
fendants, the  trustees,  are  entitled  to  be  allowed  on  account  of 
payments  made  by  them  for  income  (in  addition  to  the  sums  already 
allowed)  a  sum  equal  to  £4  per  cent  per  annum  on  each  sum 
invested  by  them  to  answer  the  said  legacy,  from  the  death  of  the 
testator  to  the  date  of  such  investment 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  AUen  dt  Son. 
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WILSON  V.  THOMSON.  v.^.  H. 

[1874    W.     125.]  1875 

•Co-De/endantSf  Equities  hetween — Costs,  Adjustment  of,  between  co-Defendants.      ^^   *    >   • 

A  decree  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  having  been  made  against 
two  Defendants  in  a  suit  which  had  been  rendered  necessary  chiefly  by  the 
misconduct  of  one  of  them,  viz.,  T. : — 

Held,  that  as  between  the  two  Defendants  the  costs  ordered  to  be  paid  by 
both  of  them  to  the  Piaintifif  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  Defendant  T.,  and 
that  the  other  Defendant  should  have  liberty  to  apply  in  Chambers  as  to  the 
payment  to  him  by  T.  of  such  costs. 

Oause. 

The  Plaintiff,  Henry  WiUon,  in  April,  1874,  entered  into  nego- 
tiations with  the  Defendant,  John  Thomson^  for  the  porchase  of 
a  dwelling-house  and  hereditaments  belonging  to  him  at  BamS" 
hurtfy  in  the  county  of  WiUSf  which  were  in  the  occupation  of  the 
Defendant  David  Timms,  whom  the  Defendant  Thomson  repre- 
sented to  be  a  tenant  at  will  only.  Before  signing  any  contract  ' 
with  Thomson,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  30th  of  April,  called  upon 
Timma,  and  made  arrangements,  in  pursuance  of  which,  on  the  1st 
of  May,  the  Plaintiff  obtaiaed  from  him  a  memorandum  admit- 
ting that  he,  Timms,  was  tenant  at  will  of  the  hereditaments  at 
a  rent  of  £30  per  annum,  and  engaging  to  give  up  to  the  Plaintiff, 
on  any  day  the  Plaintiff  might  reqiure,  all  the  hereditaments, 
except  the  dwelling-house,  and  to  give  up  the  dwelling-house  on 
the  29th  of  September  then  next,  the  rent  up  to  the  24th  of 
June  next,  but  not  afterwards,  to  be  paid  by  Timms. 

On  getting  this  memorandum  from  Timms  the  Piaintifif  on  the 
.same  1st  of  May,  entered  into  a  contract  in  writing  with  the  De- 
fendant Thomson  for  the  purchase  of  the  property. 
.  A  few  days  afterwards  Timms  (at  the  instigation,  as  was  alleged 
m  the  Plaintiff's  evidence,  of  a  neighbour,  to  whom  the  purchase 
by  the  Plaintiff  was  distasteful,  claimed  from  Thomson  perform- 
ance of  a  certain  prior  contract,  by  which  Thomson  had  con- 
tracted to  sell  the  property  to  Timms.  This  contract  had  been 
made  in  the  year  1870,  and  Timms  having  failed  to  carry  it  out, 
Thomson  had,  in  1872,  commenced  a  suit  against  him  for  specific 
performance.    In  January,  1873,  Timms*  solicitor  had  represented 
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Y.-C.  H.     to  ThotMorCB  solicitor  that  Timms  was  absolutely  without  means 

1875        to  complete,  and  had  offered  to  cancel  the  contract  on  certain 

^^^^^      terms.    Thomson's  solicitor  had  not  accepted  that  offer,  but  had 

v.    ^     agreed  to  give  time,  and  to  suspend  the  suit,  and  to  allow  Timms 

'     to  continue  in  occupation  as  tenant,  and  accordingly  no  further 

proceedings  had  been  taken  in  the  suit.  Upon  Timms  claiming- 
performance  of  that  contract,  Thomson  declined  to  complete  with 
the  Plaintiff,  who  thereupon  commenced  the  present  suit  against 
Thomson  and  Timms,  praying  for  specific  performance. 

Timms,  by  his  answer,  alleged  that  the  memorandum  of  the  1st 
of  May  was  obtained  from  him  by  surprise,  but  he  failed  to  satisfy 
the  Yice-Chancellor  that  such  was  the  ease.  He  offered  no  eyi- 
dence,  and  did  not  even  verify  his  answer.  Thomson  alleged  that 
he  entered  into  the  contract  with  the  Plaintiff  in  personal  igno- 
rance of  the  arrangements  made  between  his  solicitor  and  Timmi 
solicitor  in  1873,  and  contended  that  he  could  not  safely  complete 
with  the  Plaintiff  after  the  revival  of  Timms'  claim.  The  Plaintiff 
put  in  evidence  facts  tending  to  shew  that  Timms  was  still  without 
means  to  complete  his  alleged  contract. 

Mr.  Qreene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  B.  HecUh,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Woodhouse  (Mr.  Bridowe,  Q.G.,  with  him),  for  the  Defendant,. 
Thomson,  did  not  resist  specific  performance,  but  contended  that 
the  Plaintiff's  costs  should  be  borne  by  Timms,  and  that  Thomson  s^ 
costs  should  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  recovered  over  by  him 
from  Timms,  or  at  least  that  Timms  should  be  ordered  to  pay 
Thomson's  costs. 

Mr.  Herbert  Smith,  for  the  Defendant  Timms. 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.O.,delivered  judgment  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  being  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  Timms  had  no- 
interest  in  the  property  comprised  in  the  contract,  decreed  specific 
performance  of  such  contract  against  the  Defendant  Thomson. 
Upon  the  question  of  costs.  His  Honour  said : — 
The  Plaintiff  must  have  costs  against  both  the  Defendants,  but 
I  consider  that  Timms  is  the  person  whose  misconduct  has  brought 
about  this  suit,  and  I  should  like  to  make  him  bear  the  costs  as 
between  himself  and  Thomson  if  I  have  jurisdiction  to  do  so.. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  I  should  order  the  Plaintiff  to  pay 
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Th(mson^8  costs,  and  give  the  Plaintiff  those  costs  against  Timtns,     y.-a  H. 
bnt  I  will  not  imperil  the  Plaintiff  in  that  way.    He  may  never        1875 
be  able  to  recover  anything  from  Timms.    Besides,  I  have  held      wilson 
the  Plaintiff  to  be  entitled  to  costs  against  Thomson  as  well  as    thomsoh. 

Timms.  

Relief  cannot  ordinarily  be  given  as  between  co-Defendants :  I 
think,  however,  that  I  have  jurisdiction  to  declare  that  costs 
which  the  Plaintiff  may  recover  from  Thomson  shall  be  repaid  to 
Thomson  by  Timms,  on  the  authority  of  a  case  in  which  I  was 
engaged,  and  which  I  will  search  for  and  refer  to. 

[Mr.  Morgan,  Q.C.,  as  amicus  curias,  afterwards  stated  that  he 
thought  the  case  His  Honour  referred  to  was  Lockhart  v.  Beilly, 
JReQly  v.  LocJchart  (1).] 


June  3.    Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

Lockhart  v.  ReUly,  Beilly  v.  Lockhart  is  the  case  I  had  in  my 
mind.  Certain  proceedings  were  taken  upon  petitions  in  those 
43uits  which  are  reported  in  25  L.  J.  (Ch.)  697 ;  to  that  report 
I  have  referred,  and  it  appears  that  Lord  Cranworth  made  an 
order  therein  containing  a  declaration  ihs^i,  as  between  certain 
trustees,  who  were  co-Defendants  to  the  suit  of  ReiUy  v.  Lockhart, 
the  costs  of  that  suit,  which  by  the  decree  were  ordered  to  be 
paid  by  both  co-Defendants,  ought  to  be  borne  by  one  of  them,  as 
mentioned  in  the  report.  On  the  authority  of  that  case  I  consider 
that  I  have  power  to  insert,  and  I  accordingly  will  insert,  in  this 
decree  a  declaration  that  as  between  the  Defendants  the  costs 
ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendants  ought  to  be  borne  by  Timms, 
and  the  Defendant  Thomson  must  have  liberty  to  apply  in  Cham- 
bers as  to  payment  to  him  of  such  costs.  This  will  of  course  in 
no  way  affect  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  recover  his  costs  from  both 
the  Defendants,  or  either  of  them. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Phelps  &  Sidffvnek. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  Thomson:  Messrs.  Wright dbPUley, 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  Timms  t  Messrs.  Rickards  dt  Walker, 
agents  for  Mr.  W.  H.  Cave,  Newbury. 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  464. 
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Jhm  3. 


r.^.  H,  ALLEN  v.  MAETIN. 

^^^  [1874    A.    132.] 

Ornamental  Oardcn — Contract  with  Agent  of  Lessees  of  Houses — Bight  of  Owners 
in  Fee — Breach  of  Contract — Equitable  Jurisdiction — Injunction* 

The  owner  in  fee  of  a  garden  over  which  the  tenants  of  his  adjdning 
houses  had  rights  of  enjoyment  and  management : — 

Bdd  entitled  to  an  injanction  to  restrain  continuing  trespasses  involving 
nuisances  in  the  garden  committed  by  a  person  acting  under  colour  of  & 
contract  to  improve  the  garden  entered  into  between  him  and  the  tenants. 

The  Plaintiffs,  O.  H.  Allm  and  the  Eev-  W.  Smith,  as  the 
trustees  under  the  will  of  the  late  Lord  Southampton^  were  entitled 
in  fee  simple  to  the  ornamental  gardens  in  Eustan  Square,  and 
also  entitled,  bat  in  reversion,  to  the  houses  abutting  upon  the 
square.  The  occupiers  of  the  houses  were  entitled  to  the  enjoys 
ment  of  the  gardens,  and  the  Defendant  O.  F,  Chraham,  an  estate 
agent  in  the  neighbourhood,  had,  for  some  time  past,  on  their  behalf, 
had  the  management  of  the  garden  south  of  the  Euston  Bead. 
In  the  summer  of  1874,  the  Defendant  Qraham  proposed  to  make 
alterations  and  improvements  in  that  part  of  the  gardens,  by  having 
the  soil  raised,  and  other  things  done,  and  for  that  purpose  the 
Defendant  J*.  H.  Martin^  on  the  14th  of  October,  1874,  entered 
into  a  contract  with  him  ^^  to  execute  and  perform  the  whole  of 
the  following  works  for  the  sum  of  £60,  payable  on  completion :  to 
remove  the  iron  railings  to  the  southern  inclosure  of  Euston  Square,. 
to  form  draw-in  for  carts,  to  take  up  the  several  grass  plots,  move 
the  surface  mould,  and  to  fill  in  a  new  bottom  with  good  hard  core 
of  an  average  depth  of  two  feet,  re-lay  mould  and  plots  with  new 
where  necessary,  prick  up  the  gravel  walks,  and  fill  in  with  hard 
core  to  a  uniform  level,  and  alter  and  make  good  all  drains,  pro- 
vide and  lay  200  yards  of  good  hard  binding  garden  gravel,  remove 
the  plants,  shrubs,  and  mould  from  beds  and  borders,  fill  in  to  a 
proper  and  approved  level  with  400  yards  of  good  mould,  replant 
shrubs,  &C.,  with  part  new,  and  lay  new  grass  verges,  repair  and 
refix  all  iron  work  to  north  side  of  southern  inclosure,  make  good 
all  damage  done,  and  clear  away  all  rubbish,  the  whole  of  the 
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work  to  be  executed  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner^  and  to  V.-O.  H. 
the  entire  satisfaction  of"  the  Defendant  Graham.  The  De-  ^  1S75 
fendant  Martin  commenced  the  wdrks^  and  in  November  he,  allbn 
withont  any  anthoritj  from  the  Defendant  Chraham,  commenced  M^^imj 
digging  out  and  selling  the  sand  subsoil  of  the  garden,  and  — 
allowed  hoardings  for  advertisements  to  be  erected  along  the  front 
of  the  garden.  The  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  Graham  re- 
monstrated with  him,  and  he  then  promised  that  the  digging  of 
sand  should  be  discontinued,  the  hoardings  removed,  and  that  the 
works  should  in  future  be  done  to  the  Defendant  Oraham^s  satis- 
faction. In  December,  the  Defendant  Martin  again  allowed 
hoardings  to  be  erected  along  the  whole  front  of  the  garden  hj 
Messrs.  Willing  &  Go.,  and  instead  of  bringing  on  to  the  garden 
good  hard  core  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  ground,  he  allowed 
the  garden  to  be  made  a  place  for  dust-bin  rubbish,  and  other 
offensive  matters,  street  sweepings  and  slush,  for  which  he  re- 
ceived payment  for  every  cartload  brought  there.  Fires  were 
lighted  in  the  garden,  at  which  were  burnt  old  paper,  straw,  and 
other  combustible  rubbish,  and  a  nuisance  was  caused  to  the 
occupiers  of  the  adjacent  houses.  The  Plaintiffs,  finding  remon- 
strance unavailing,  filed,  on  the  22nd  of  December,  1874,  this  bill 
to  restrain  the  Defendant  Martin  from  entering  or  remaining 
upon  the  garden,  and  from  carting,  bringing,  or  laying  any  soil  or 
other  matter  or  material  therein,  and  from  in  any  way  dealing  or 
interfering  with  the  same  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court,  and 
for  damages  and  costs  of  the  suit.  Upon  an  ex  parte  application, 
made  immediately  after  the  bill  was  filed,  the  Plaintiffs  obtained 
an  order  restraining  the  Defendant  Martin  from  entering  on  the 
garden.  In  February  that  order  was  relaxed,  and  he  was  allowed 
to  continue  the  works,  but  in  March  an  injunction  was  granted 
against  the  Defendant  Martin,  the  Plaintiffs  adducing  evidence 
which  shewed  that  he  was  again  bringing  on  to  the  garden  objec- 
tionable materials,  and  digging  up  the  sand.  The  cause  now 
came  on  to  be  heard,  on  motion  for  decree.  The  Defendant 
Martin,  in  cross-examination,  stated  that  he  had  allowed  250,000 
loads  of  matter  to  be  deposited  in  the  garden,  for  which  he  had 
received  sums  varying  from  6(2.  to  Is.  for  each  cart-load.  The 
written  and  oral  evidence,  in  the  view  of  the  Court,  established 


V. 

Mabtin. 
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y.-O.  H.  that  after  the  interview  in  November,  1874,between  the  Defendants 
1875  Graham  and  Martin^  and  the  solicitor  of  the  former  and  of  the 
Allen  Plaintifis,  a  large  quantity  of  dust-bin  rubbish  was  from  time  to 
time  brought  on  to  the  garden  by  the  Defendant  Martin ;  that 
during  the  same  period  some  of  the  dust-bin  rubbish  was  burnt  in 
the  garden,  thereby  creating  a  nuisance  of  such  magnitude  as  to 
be  cognizable  by  this  Court ;  that  the  Defendant  Martin  during 
the  same  period  made  excavations  in  the  garden  to  a  greater 
extent  than  was  necessary  for  the  proper  execution  of  the  works 
mentioned  in  the  contract,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  when  they  filed 
their  bill  were  warranted  in  concluding  that  such  conduct  on  his 
part  would  be  continued. 

Mr.  Dichiruon,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Edward  /.  Foster,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs, after  referring  to  the  case  of  Ooodson  v.  Bichardsan  (1),  con- 
tended that  there  was  sufficient  privity  of  contract  between  them 
and  the  Defendant  Martin  to  entitle  them,  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  their  lessees  of  the  adjacent  houses,  to  ask  the  Court  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  him  from  committing  further  waste  and 
spoliation  in  the  garden ;  and  from  further  continuing  the  nui- 
sance to  which  the  lessees  and  occupiers  of  the  houses  had  been 
subjected.  The  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  protect 
their  property,  and  the  rights  of  their  lessees,  from  injury. 

Mr.  Oreene^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bomer,  for  the  Defendant  Martin, 
submitted  that  there  was  no  privity  of  contract  between  him 
and  the  Plaintiffs,  as  the  contract  was  between  him  and  the  agent 
of  the  lessees  or  occupiers  of  the  adjacent  houses,  and  was  not 
binding  upon  the  Plaintiffs  at  all,  for  they  had  not  adopted  it. 
The  case  of  Ooodson  v.  Bichardson  was  a  distinct  authority  in  the 
Defendant  Martin's  favour.  The  question  was,  had  the  Defendant 
Martin  injured  the  freehold  ?  and  there  was  no  proof  that  he  had, 
therefore  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  just  cause  of  complaint ;  further,  no 
injury  had  been  done  to  the  adjacent  houses,  and  as  to  them, 
therefore,  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  merely  reversioners,  had  no 
ground  of  complaint.  The  smoke  from  the  fires  might  have 
annoyed  the  occupiers,  but  that  was  no  ground  to  entitle  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  221. 


\ 
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Plaintiffs  to  come  to  that  Court  for  relief :  Mali  v.  ShooTbred  (1).  Y.-O.  H. 
The  Plaintiffs'  evidence  had  not  established  that  there  had  been       1875 

any  injury  committed,  and  if  the  &cts  alleged  had  been  proved,  Allbn 

their  remedy  would  be  by  action  in  ejectment.  Mamin 


Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

I  do  not  propose  to  grant  an  injunction  against  the  Defendant 
Martin  in  the  terms  asked  and  torn  him  out  of  the  garden,  nor  do 
I  intend  to  order  an  inquiry  as  to  damages,  but  I  shall  grant  an 
injunction  to  restrain  him,  his  servants,  agents,  and  workmen,  from 
making  any  excavation  in  the  garden  to  a  greater  extent  than  will 
be  required  for  the  purpose  of  the  works  mentioned  in  the  con- 
tract, and  that  will  prevent  the  removal  of  gravel  or  sand  £rom 
the  garden ;  also  from  using  for  the  purpose  of  such  works  any- 
thing other  than  such  hard  core  or  other  proper  materials  as  are 
mentioned  in  the  contract,  and  also  from  bringing  upon  the  garden, 
or  allowing  to  remain  there,  or  burning  in  ^the  garden,  the  dust- 
bin or  other  rubbish  not  mentioned  in  the  contract     [After  stating 
the  result  of  the  evidence  as  above  set  forth.  His  Honour  con- 
tinued:-— 1    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  right  in 
coming  to  this  Court  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  a  repetition 
of  the  acts  and  nuisances  complained  of,  and  that  the  Court 
ought  to  grants  in  the  terms  which  I  have  already  stated,  a  per- 
petual injunction  to  prevent  their  repetition.    In  reference  to  the 
argument  that  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  this  Court  ought  to 
interfere  by  injunction,  I  may  observe  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  in  the 
position  of  owners  in  fee  simple  of  the  garden  in  question,  subject 
\o  certain  rights  of  their  tenants,  the  occupiers  of  the  adjacent 
houses.     The  Plaintiffs  are  also  in  the  position  of  reversioners 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  leases  held  by  the  lessees, 
the  tenants  or  the  occupiers  of  those  houses.    The  rights  which 
those  lessees  or  occupiers  have  in  the  garden  are  of  some  im- 
portance to  them,  and  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  interfere 
with  or  prevent  those  rights  being  fairly  and  properly  exercised. 
The  occupiers  of  the  houses  contribute  towards  the  expenses  in- 
curred in  keeping  the  garden  in  good  order,  and  they  appoint 

(1)  Ante,  p,  22, 
'    Vol.  XX.  2  L  2 
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V.-0.  H.  some  one,  at  present  the  Defendant  Orahamf  their  representatire 
1875  or  agent,  to  make  arrangements  for  that  purpose,  and  he,  on  their 
A^7Lr[     behalf,  entered  into  the  contract  of  the  14th  of  October,  1874, 

Mabtdt  ^^*^  *^®  Defendant  Martin,  who  undertook  to  do  works  which 
— .  involved  very  considerable  alterations  in  the  garden.  The  Plain- 
tifib  might,  perhaps,  having  regard  'to  their  actual  position  as 
owners  of  the  garden,  have  said  that  such  works  should  not  be 
don6 ;  that  the  contract  by  the  Defendant  Oraham  was  beyond 
his  power  or  that  of  the  occupiers  to  enter  into,  but  when  the 
conduct  of  the  Defendant  Martin  was  brought  under  their  notice 
they  acted  like  reasonable  men,  and,  indeed,  in  their  own  interest, 
and  they  allowed  their  solicitor  to  attend  the  meeting  at  the  end  of 
November,  1874,  at  which  the  Defendant  Martin  was  remonstrated 
with  and  threatened  with  legal  proceedings  for  digging  and  selling 
the  sand,  and  at  which  he  promised  that  in  future  he  would  do  the 
works  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Defendant  OraJuim.  In  that  way  there  sprung 
up  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  MarHn  something 
very  much  like  a  contract,  and  from  that  time  the  Plaintiffs'  agent 
watched  the  Defendant  Martinet  proceedings,  and  from  time  to  time 
interfered  with  him  in  regard  to  them.  When  the  Plaintiffb  found 
that  the  Defendant  MarHn  was  doing  things  which  he  was  not 
authorized  to  do,  particularly  having  regard  to  the  arrangement 
come  to  at  the  end  of  November,  they  no  doubt  might,  as  legal 
owners  of  an  estate  in  possession,  subject  only  to  the  rights  of  the 
lessees  and  occupiers  of  the  houses,  have  taken  steps  to  eject  him, 
but  if  they  had  adopted  that  course  it  would  probably  have  led 
to  further  litigation  and  brought  about  proceedings  at  law  which 
might  have  been  considered  harsher  than  the  necessities  of  the 
ease  required.  The  Plaintiffs  took  a  different  course.  They  knew 
they  were  entitled  to  the  legal  estate  and  could  bring  an  action  in 
ejectment,  against  which  probably  the  Defendant  Martin  would 
have  had  no  good  defence ;  but  as  they  found  him  continually 
committing  fresh  trespasses  and  nuisances — for  every  time  he 
brought  on  to  the  garden  any  of  the  objectionable  materials 
mentioned  a  fresh  trespass  was  committed,  and  every  time  he 
burnt  any  of  those  materials  a  fresh  nuisance  was  committed, 
and  every  time  he  removed  any  sand  irom  the  garden  there 
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was  a  new  trespass  to  and  spoliation  and  waste  of  their  pro-     V.-CH. 
perty— they  filed  this  bill.    It  was  contended  that  this  Conrt       1875 
has,  in  that  state  of  things,  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere  by  way  of      allto 
injunction,  and  that  the  decision  in  Ooodson  v.  Bichardsan  is  not     mabtw 

only  not  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  but  that  it  is  in       

favour  of  the  Defendant  Martin.  In  my  opinion,  however,  that 
case  is  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  for  Lord  Sdbome  said  (1) :  **  I 
cannot  look  upon  this  case  otherwise  than  as  a  deliberate  and  un- 
lawful invasion  by  one  man  of  another  man's  land  for  the  purpose 
of  a  continuing  trespass,  which  is  in  law  a  series  of  trespasses 
from  time  to  time  to  the  gain  and  profit  of  the  trespasser  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  it  appears  to  me  as 
such  to  be  a  proper  subject  for  an  injunction ;"  and  Lord  Justice 
James  said  (2) :  **  The  Defendant  in  this  case  is  admittedly  a 
trespasser  •  •  •  and  he  proposes  to  continue  that  trespass  from 
day  to  day.  •  .  •  It  is  said  that  we  ought  to  allow  this  to  be 
done,  that  we  ought,  in  fact,  to  dismiss  the  Plaintiff  from  this 
Courts  and  tell  him  to  find  his  way  to  another  Court,  in  which  he 
is  to  bring  an  action  for  the  wrong,  for  which  there  is  no  defence 
whatever.  •  •  •  I  do  not  know  whether  more  than  one  will  be 
required — and  then  "having  succeeded  in  one  action  or  two  actions, 
or  perhaps  three  actions,  all  of  which  on  the  facts  proved  in  this 
ease  would  necessarily  result  in  verdicts  for  him,  he  is  to  come  back 
to  this  Court  and  obtain  a  perpetual  injunction  on  the  ground  of 
repeated  vexation  and  repeated  actions.  I  do  not  think  that  there 
is  any  principle  in  this  Court  which  will  compel  us  to  drive  the 
Plaintiff  to  go  through  all  that  litigation  before  he  is  entitled  to 
that  relief  which  he  would  ultimately  get  when  he  had  gone 
through  it/'  If  the  Plaintiffs  had  to  go  through  all  those  pro- 
cesses, and  be  obliged  to  leave  their  property  all  the  time  exposed 
to  the  wrongful  acts  complained  of,  it  would  be  a  most  disgraceful 
state  of  things,  and  if  such  a  state  of  things  is  to  receive  judicial 
countenance  I  shall  not  be  the  first  Judge  to  do  it,  especially  con- 
sidering that  aftei^  November  next  each  Court  will  be  capable  of 
disposing  of  every  case  brought  before  it.  But  however  that  may 
be,  there  is  in  my  opinion  even  now  in  this  Court  ample  jurisdic- 
tion in  a  case  of  this  kind  to  protect  the  property  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs, and  therefore  I  propose  to  give  them  the  relief  which  I  have 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  224.  (2)  Law  Tep.  9  Ch.  226. 


V, 

Habtot. 
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V.-0.  H.'  already  stated,  and  I  grant  that  relief  the  more  readily  considering 
1875  the  interest  of  the  Flaintifis  in  the  garden ;  their  peoaliar  position 
j^ijjggf  in  reference  to  their  lessees  and  occupiers  of  the  adjacent  houses, 
and  their  being  not  unreasonably  associated  with  the  Defendant 
Oraham;  the  threatened  action  in  ejectment  against  the  Defen- 
dant Martin,  and  the  violation  of  the  arrangement  which  he  entered 
into  at  the  end  of  November,  1874,  with  the  Plaintiffs,  aiid  which 
has  aided,  if  not  indeed  created,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  over 
this  case.  The  costs  of  the  motion  must  be  costs  in  the  cause,  and 
the  Defendant  MarHn  must  pay  them  all,  and  there  will  be  liberty 
to  apply. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Mr.  Jokn  Eopgaod^  agent  for  Mn 
Jacob  Birt 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  Drawbridge. 


v.-c.  H.  In  re  FETEE'S  SETTLEMENT. 

J5f  FETES  V.  SALISBUEY  AND  DOESET  JUNCTION 

^««^4.  EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[1868    F.    114.] 

Lafids  ClauKB  ConscHidation  Ad,  1845,  u.  69,  70 — Interim  Investment^CaaK 
under  the  Control  of  the  Court—East  India  £4jper  Cent,  Stock, 

Purchase-money  paid  into  Court  in  respect  of  land  taken  by  a  railway 
company  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  is  cash  under 
the  control  of  the  Court,  and  accordingly  the  Court  has  power  to  direct  the 
investment  thereof  in  East  India  £4  per  Cent  Stock. 

In  re  Boyd's  Settled  Estate  considered. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  presented  in  the  above  matter  and  suit  by 
the  tenant  for  life  of  settled  lands,  asking  that  the  purchase-money 
paid  into  Court  by  a  railway  company  who  had  taken  part  of  the 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845,  might 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  East  India  £4  per  Cent  Stock,  and 
that  the  dividends  thereon  might  be  paid  to  tiie  Petitioner  during 
his  life. 

Mr.  Biffhy,  for  the  Petitioner  :— 

Lord  Selbome,  L.C.,  while  sitting  for  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in 
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In  re  Boyd's  Settled  Estate  (June  2,  1873),  whicb  was  a  petition     V.-O.  H. 
under  the  Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Act  (19  &  20  Yict.  c.        1875 
120),  held  that  a  fund  arising  from  settled  estates  sold  under  the       jn  n 
order  of  the  Court  was  not  cash  under  the  control  of  the  Court,  gj^^Snorr. 
and  refused,  on  the  application  of  the  tenant  for  life,  to  make  an        • — 
order  for  the  investment  of  the  fund  on  mortgage ;  but  in  so  doing        . «. 
his  Lordship  conceived  that  he  was  following  the  last  decision  ^j,d  Dorset 
of  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  in  In  re  Shaw's  Settled  Estates  (1),  r^JJ^^co. 

whereasy  in  point  of  fact,  he  was  overruling  the  Master  of  the       

Bolls*  last  decision,  for  at  that  time  the  last  decision  of  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  upon  the  point  was  not  in  In  re  Shaw's  Settled  Estates, 
but  Beadinff  y.  EJamUton  (April  20, 1872),  and  in  that  case  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  did  not  follow  his  previous  decision  in  In 
re  Shaw's  Settled  Estates,  but  followed  his  former  decision  in  In 
re  Cook's  Settled  Estates  (2).  In  In  re  Toddy's  Settled  Estates  (3), 
Yice-Chancellor  Matins  declined  to  follow  In  re  Boyds  Settled 
Estate,  and  held  that  purchase-moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of 
settled  lands  might  be  invested  as  cash  under  the  control  of  the 
Court.  These  are  all  cases  under  the  Settled  Estates  Act,  but  the 
70th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation,  Act,  1845,  which 
provides  for  the  interim  investment  of  purchase  and  compensa- 
tion moneys  is  analogous  to  the  25th  section,  which  is  the  in- 
terim investment  clause  of  the  Settled  Estates  Act,  only  that  the 
former  specifies  £3  per  Cent.  Consols,  8  per  Cent  Beduced,  and 
Government  and  real  securities,  while  the  latter  merely  mentions 
Exchequer  Bills  and  £3  per  Cent.  Consols.  The  same  principles 
however,  apply,  and  the  result  of  the  authorities  is  in  &vour  of 
sanctioning  the  investment  we  ask. 

^  Mx.  Millar,  for  the  Bespondents,  the  railway  company,  and  the 
other  Defendants  in  the  suit. 

The  Yioe-Changellok  made  the  order,  directing  the  purchase- 
moneys  to  be  invested  in  East  India  £4  per  Cent.  Stock,  and  the 
dividends  thereon  to  be  paid  to  the  Petitioner  during  his  life. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Evngsford  db  Dorman;  Messrs.  Ashurst, 
Morris,  db  Co. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  14  Eq.  9.  (2)  Law  Bep.  12  £q.  12. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  532. 
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V.-0.  H.  Jnre  MORRIS'  SETTLED  ESTATES,    j 

1875 

««.w  Practk^—lAndi  Clquies  Ad,  1845 — Interim  Investment — Tenant/or  Life-^ 

/mm  IL  Incumhrancen — Fetition — Service-^  Costi, 

When  a  tonaut  for  life  petitions  for  the  interim  investment  of  pnrobase^ 
moi;Leys  paid  in  by  a  railway  company  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act^  and  for 
the  payment  to  him  of  the  dividends  thereon  when  invested,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  him  to  serve  persons  having  charges  on  the  inheritance  prior  to  the 
life  estate,  and  the  costs  of  such  parties,  if  served,  will  not  be  allowed  ta 
against  the  company. 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  by  Sir  John  Morris,  a  tenant  for  life,  asking 
for  the  investment  in  bank  annuities  of  purchase-moneys  paid  in 
by  a  railway  company  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Aet^  and  for  the 
payment  to  him  of  the  dividends  thereon.  The  inheritance  was 
subject  to  charges  prior  to  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  favour 
of  a  jointress,  portioners,  and  ordinary  mortgagees.  The  tenant  for 
life  had  also  incumbered  his  life  estate.  The  Petition  bad  been 
served  upon  the  incumbrancers,  whose  charges  were  prior  to  the 
estate  of  the  tenant  for  life,  but  not  upon  the  incumbrancers  of  the 
life  estate.  The  company  disputed  their  liability  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  incumbrancers  served. 

Mr.  W.  Benshaw,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

Although  it  is  not  necessary  upon  Petitions  of  this  nature  to 
serye  incumbrancers  upon  the  life  estate,  it  is  necessary,  and 
according  to  the  usual  practice,  to  serve  incumbrancers  whose 
charges  are  prior  to  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  com- 
pany must  pay  the  costs  of  such  incumbrancers :  Mtnyan^s  Chan. 
Acts  and  Orders  (1);  Be  Brooke  (2). 

Mr.  Melhold,  for  the  company : — 

The  company  cannot  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  costs  of  these 
incumbrancers :  In  re  Websier^s  Settled  Estates  (8) ;  In  re  Oore 
Lanffion*s  Estates  (4) ;  DanieiTs  Chancery  Practice  (5).  If  it  is 
not  necessary  to  serve  inoumbranoers  on  the  life  estate,  d  fortuni 
it  is  not  necessary  to  serve  incumbrancers  on  the  inheritance. 

(1)  4th  Ed.  p.  51.  (3)  2  Sm.  &  Giff.  App.  vl 

(2)  90  Beav.  233.  (4)  Law  Rep.  10  Gh.  328. 

(6)  6th  Ed.  p.  1879, 
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Mr.  /•  8.  Cdquhourky  for  the  iacnmbrancers.  Y.-O.  H. 

1875 

Sir  Ghables  Hall,  V.C.  :—  ^7« 

.  As  the  practioe  seems  to  be  in  an  nnsettled  state,  I  shall  in  the  serrLED 
present  case  order  the  company  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  incam- 
brancers  serred,  but  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  I  do  not 
consider  it  necessary  on  a  petition  for  the  interim  investment  of 
purchase-moneys  paid  in  by  a  railway  company  under  the  Lands 
CUauees  Consolidation  Ad,  and  for  payment  of  the  dividends  to  a 
tenant  for  life,  to  serve  persons  having  charges  on  the  inheritance, 
and  that  in  future  I  shall  disallow  the  costs  of  such  incumbrancers 
as  against  the  company. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Messrs.  Som  db  Murray. 
Solicitors  for  the  Company :  Messrs.  Markby,  Tarry,  dt  Stewart* 
.  Solicitors  for  the  Incumbrancers :  Messrs.  Parkin  <&  Pagden. 


fuly^. 


'     HARLOE  v.  HARLOR  V.^4  U* 

[1868    H.    262.]  ^^® 

Wtll^Oomtr^UitioTi^^Te^mentary  Expen»ea — Costs  of  Adminisiration  8utL 

A  direction  in  a  will  to  pay  testamentary  expenaea  and  debts  includes  the 
costs  of  an  administration  suit. 
In  n  BitVs  Estate  (1)  distinguished. 

Charles  BAKLOK  who  died  in  March,  1867,  by  his  will,  madd 
in  August,  1862,  after  making  certain  specific  devises  and  bequests, 
bequeathed  seven  leasehold  houses,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
rents  and  the  performance  of  the  covenants,  unto  trustees  upon 
trust  to  sell  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from 
the  sale,  and  to  pay  his  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and 
debts,  and  also  the  costs  and  expenses  of  and  relating  to  the  sale, 
and  out  of  the  residue  to  pay  certain  legacies.  The  ultimate 
residue  of  that  fund  he  bequeathed  upon  trust  for  bis  reputed  son 
absolutely,  and  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  other 
persons.  One  of  the  specific  legatees,  in  December,  1868,  filed  the 
bill  in  this  cause  for  the  administration  of  \he  real  and  personal 

(1)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  577. 
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V.-G.  H.  estate  of  the  testator.  The  seven  leasehold  houses  were  sold,  and  oat 

1875  of  the  proceeds  the  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  legacies 

HABLOfe  ^^^  P^^    ^^^  principal  question  was  whether,  under  the  direc- 

jj^^j^  tion  to  pay  the  testamentary  expenses  and  debts,  the  costs  of  the 

suit  could  be  included, 

Mr.  Inoe^  0.0.,  and  Mr.  Dtmdas  Oardiner,  for  residuary  legatees, 
after  referring  to  Morrell  y.  FitJier  (1)  and  MUes  v.  Harrison  (2), 
submitted  that  there  was  a  distinct  trust  to  pay  the  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses  and  debts  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the 
leasehold  houses,  and  that  upon  the  authority  of  those  cases  the 
costs  of  administration  of  the  estate  by  the  Court  were  included, 
and  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  same  fund;  though  they  ad- 
mitted that  in  the  case  of  In  re  BieFa  Estate  (3)  it  was  held  by 
Vice-Chancellor  Wiekens  that  the  costs  of  administration  were 
not  included  in  a  direction  to  pay  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses. But  in  principle,  the  administration  of  an  estate,  whether 
by  the  assistance  of  the  Court  or  not,  was  the  same ;  and  iherefore 
the  costs  of  administration  were  included  in  testamentary  expenses 
and  debts. 

Mr.  W.  Pearson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Ward,  for  the  Defendant, 
contended  that  the  costs  of  administration  were  not  included  in 
the  direction  to  pay  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  debts, 
and  that  they  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  general  residue ;  that 
the  decision  in  In  re  Biers  Estate  was  a  distinct  authority  for  that 
proposition,  and  that  it  supported  the  view  taken  in  WM  y. 
De  Beauvoisin  (4)  and  in  Oilbertson  y.  OiJbertson  (5).  They  also 
submitted  that  the  decision  in  Morrell  y.  Fisher  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  an  authority  on  the  general  question ;  and  that  in  Miles 
y.  Harrison  the  question  was  one  of  marshalling ;  and  they  re- 
ferred to  Morgan  and  Bavey  on  Costs  (6)  to  shew  that  their  yiew 
of  the  law  was  the  correct  one. 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.O.  : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  I  caniiot  yiew  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Miles  y.  Harrison  otherwise. than  as  an  authority  for  holding  that 

(1)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  422.  (4)  31  Beav.  673. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  316.  (5)  34  Ibid.  354. 

(3)  Ibid.  16  Eq.  577.  (6)  Pi^  115. 
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under  a  direction  in  a  will  to  pay  testamentary  expenses  and     V.-aH. 
debts  the  costs  of  an  administration  suit  are  included.    The  main       1875 
question  which  arose  in  that  case  was  one  of  marshalling  assets  in      habloi 
favour  of  charities ;  but  there  were  other  questions,  including  that     harloe. 
of  costs.    There  was  in  that  case  a  trust  to  pay  funeral  and  testa-       — 
mentary  expenses  and  debts,  and  legacies,  and  to  invest  the  re- 
mainder in  the  manner  in  the  will  mentioned ;  and  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, after  referring  to  that  trust,  said : ''  That  appears  to  me  to 
be  a  charging  of  the  whole  aggregate  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees  with  all  his  debts  and  legacies  and  administration  ex- 
penses;" and  subsequently,  after  a  contention  in  reference  to  the 
fund  out  of  which  the  costs  of  administering  the  estate  should  be 
paid,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said :  *^  The  estate  could  not  have  been 
administered  without  the  direction  of  the  Court.    We  think  that 
all  the  costs  of  the  suit  in  the  Court  below,  and  the  costs  of  the 
executors  of  the  appeal,  must  be  paid  out  of  the  impure  per- 
sonalty." 

Li  the  cases  of  Oilberison  v.  Oilbertson  (1)  and  Stringer  y. 
Earper  (2),  the  late  Master  of  the  Bolls  considered  that,  under  the 
direction  to  pay  testamentary  expenses,  the  costs  of  administration 
by  the  Court  were  not  induded ;  but  in  the  earlier  case  of  WM 
y.  De  Beauvaisin  (3)  the  same  learned  Judge  held  that  the  words 
**and  other  expenses"  were  sufficient  to  include  such  costs.  I 
consider  that  under  the  words  used  by  the  testator  costs  of  the 
suit  are  included,  and,  notwithstanding  the  attempt  made  to 
distinguish  this  case  from  MorreU  v.  Fieiher  (4)  and  MHea  v.  Ear" 
rieon  (5),  I  do  not  think  the  distinction  is  sufficiently  substantial 
for  me  not  to  follow  them.  The  case  decided  by  Yice-Chancellor 
Wiokem  depended  upon  its  own  special  circumstances,  and  is  not 
applicable  to  the  general  question :  at  any  rate,  I  think  the  present 
case  is  covered  by  the  decision  in  Miles  v.  Earriaon,  and  therefore 
I  hold  that,  under  the  words  testamentary  expenses,  the  costs  of 
the  suit  are  induded. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  jP.  KerU;  Mr.  T.  Angell ;  Messrs.  Dean  &  Taylor. 

(1)  34  Beav.  854.  (3)  31  Beav.  573. 

(2)  26  Ibid.  685.  (4)  4  Dc  G.  &  Sm.  422i 

(5)  Law  Bep.  9  Ch.  316. 

You  XX.  2  M  3 
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May2S. 


M.  B.        RUSSELL  V.  WAKEFIELD  WATERWOEKS  COMPANY. 

^^^  [1875    R.    43.] 

Com^pany—Suit  hy  Shareholder  on  hehd{f  of  Eimaeilf  and  other  Shareholders — 
lUegal  Fayment  by  Directors — TJUra  Vires — Form  of  Suit. 

Where  a  shareholder  in  an  incorporated  company  filed  his  bill  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  all  other  shareholders  against  the  directors  and  the  promoters  of 
a  bill  in  Parliament  for  a  rival  purpose,  alleging  an  illegal  payment  of  the 
company's  money  to  such  promoters  to  buy  off  their  opposition,  and  praying 
that  it  might  be  replaced  :— 

Held,  on  demurrer,  that  it  was  not  sufficiently  alleged  in  the  bill  that  the 
payment  was  ultra  vires : 

Edd,  also,  there  being  no  allegation  that  the  company  would  not  sue, 
that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  suit  could  be  maintained  in  its  present 
form ;  and  that  the  demurrer  must  be  allowed,  with  leave  to  amend. 

Observations  on  the  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  that  the  company  and 
not  an  individual  corporator  must  sue  when  the  trust  funds  of  the  company 
have  been  misapplied. 

Demurrer 

The  bill  was  filed  b j  the  Plaintiff  Henry  Edward  BusseU,  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  shareholders  in  the  Wakefield 
Waterworhs  Company,  except  suoh  of  the  Defendants  as  were 
shareholders  therein. 

The  Defendants  Were  the  said  Wakefield  Waterworks  Company^ 
the  six  directors  of  the  same  compciny,  and  the  six  promoters  of 
an  undertaking  called  ike  Wakefidd  and  IHstriet  New  Water  BUI. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  the  year  1874  the  Plaintiff  became,  by 
purchase,  the  duly  registered  owner  of  two  fully  paid<up  shares  in 
the  Defendant  company ;  that  he  afterwards  heard  of  the  payment 
of  £5500  to  the  promoters  of  the  Wakefidd  and  IHstriet  New 
Water  BiU  to  buy  up  their  opposition ;  that  in  the  balance-sheet 
for  the  half-year  ending  the  30th  of  June,  1874>  there  was  the 
following  entry  in  the  capital  account :  ''  Parliamentary  expenses, 
£8517  14b.  9(2. " ;  and  that  the  balance-sheet  for  the  half-year 
ending  the  81st  of  December,  1874,  contained  the  following  entry : 
^'  Parliamentary  expenses,  £9083  lOs,  Ud.  ** ;  but  that  neither  the 
balance-sheets  nor  the  reports  contained  any  explanation  of  these 
entries: 
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That  the  FlaintifTs  solicitor  was  infonned  by  the  secretary  to       il  B. 
the  company  that  the  sum  of  money  paid  to  the  promoters  of  the        1^5 
New  Water  Bill  was  included  in  ^he  said  sum  of  £8517  148.  9(2.,     Bv88ell 
and  charged  to  the  capital  account  of  June,  1874,  and  was  paid  ^j^;^l^j^ 
by  the  directors  in  accordance  with  a  resolution  of  the  share-  Watbewobm 

OOMPANY. 

holders,  authorizing  them  to  do  all  necessary  acts,  and  in  exercise        — - 
of  the  lawful  powers  of  the  directors,  and  that  the  accounts  con- 
taining the  payments  had  since  been  passed  and  confirmed  by  the 
shareholders : 

That  the  Plaintiff  had  ascertained  the  following  facts  with 
reference  to  the  transaction  in  question : — ^During  the  session  of 
Parliament  in  the  year  1874  the  Defendants,  the  directors  of  the 
waterworks  company,  introduced  a  bill  into  Parliament  autho- 
rizmg  them  to  make  new  reservoirs  and  works,  and  to  raise  more 
money,  and  to  extend  their  limits  of  supply.  During  the  same 
session  a  bill  was  introduced  by  the  Defendants,  the  promoters 
thereof,  intituled  the  Wakefidd  amd  District  New  Water  BiU, 
whereby  it  was  proposed  to  erect  waterworks  of  a  similar  character 
to  those  proposed  by  the  Defendant  company  for  the  supply  of  * 
Wakefidd  and  its  neighbourhood,  and  the  promoters  lodged  a 
petition  against  the  bill  introduced  by  the  said  directors.  On 
the  9th  of  April  the  promoters  of  the  Wakefield  <md  District  New 
Water  BUI  withdrew  their  bill,  such  withdrawal  being,  as  the 
Plaintiff  alleged,  the  result  of  a  corrupt  agreement  made  between 
the  promoters  of  that  bill  and  the  directors  of  the  Defendant  com- 
pany, and  which  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

''Terms  of  arrangement  between  the  Wakefield  Waterworke 
Company  and  the  Wakefidd  New  Waterworks  Company  made  this 
7th  of  April,  1874.  The  directors  of  the  WakefiM  Old  Water- 
works Oompamf  pledge  their  words  as  men  of  honour  to  proceed 
with  their  present  application  to  Parliament  for  a  supply  of  water 
from  Lanffsett,  and  to  use  their  utmost  endeavours  to  secure  the 
passing  of  their  new  bill  in  both  Houses  of  Parliament  during  the 
present  session,  and  will  also  pay  to  the  directors  of  the  Wakefield 
New  Waterworks  Company  the  sum  of  '£5500  for  the  costs  and 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  oonnection  with  iheir  pi^seut 
scheme,  on  condition  that  the  Wakefidd  New  Waterworks  Com" 

pony  do  for&with  withdraw  their  bill  now  before  PaxAiament^  and 

2M2  2 
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H.  B.      also  withdraw  at  once  the  petition  filed  by  the  WaJcefidd  New 
1875        Waterwarka  Company  and  the  inhabitants  and  consumers  of  water 
Branoi.     ^^  Wakefield  and  its  neighboarhood,  recently  lodged  or  filed^  and 
WAKEiTttj)  ^^  '^^  ^^^^^  influence,  and  do  render  all  the  assistance  in  their 
Watbbwobks  power  to  the  directors  of  the  Wakefield  Old  Waterworks  Company 
'     (if  and  when  required  by  them)  at  the  expense  of  the  said  last- 
named  company,  to  secure  the  passing  of  the  present  bill  of  the 
Wakefield  Old  Waterworks  Company^  now  before  Parliament,  into 
law  during  the  present  session  of  Parliament.     As  witness  the 
hands  of  the  directors  of  the  said  two  companies."    This  agree- 
ment was  signed  by  the  several  Defendants  the  directors  of  the 
Defeudant  company,  and  by  the  several  Defendants  the  promoters 
of  the  said  bill,  on  the  7th  of  April,  1874,  and  on  or  about  that 
date  the  directors  of  the  Defendant  company  paid  to  the  pro- 
moters of  the  said  bill  out  of  the  moneys  of  the  Defendant  com- 
pany the  sum  of  £5500. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  promoters  had  express  notice  that  the 
sum  of  £5500  was  paid  out  of  the  moneys  of  the  Defendant  com- 
pany, and  that  the  directors  had  no  authority  so  to  pay  the  same  ; 
that  no  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the  Defendant  com- 
pany was  held,  and  no  resolution  passed  for  the  purpose  of  autho- 
rizing the  said  agreement,  or  the  payment  of  the  said  dC5500. 

The  Plaintiff  insisted  that  the  transaction  was  illegal,  and  that 
its  illegality  was  known  to  the  directors  and  promoters ;  and  he 
charged  that  the  said  sum  of  £5500  was  illegally  paid  out  of  the 
capital  and  funds  of  the  Defendant  company  to  the  said  promoters, 
and  that  they  received  such  moneys  with  full  notice  and  imow- 
ledge  that  the  same  was  being  so  paid  to  them  illegally,  and  by  a 
breach  of  trust ;  that  the  promoters  concurred  in  such  breach  of 
trust ;  and  that  the  directors  and  promoters  were  liable  to  repay 
the  same. 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  agreement 
of  the  7ih  of  April,  1874,  and  the  said  payment  of  the  sum  of 
£5500  were  not  within  the  powers  of  the  Defendant  company ; 
that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  moneys  so  paid,  and  that 
the  Defendants,  the  directors  and  promoters}  might  be  ordered  to 
repay  the  same. 
,   The  Defmdantd  demurred  generally  for  want  of  equity* 
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Mr.  Boffshawe,  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  Bunting,  for  the  Defendants,  in       M.  B. 
support  of  the  demurrer  :-^  1875 

This  bOl  seeks  to  recover  back  a  sum  pf  money  paid  by  the     Bubbell 
Defendants,  the  directors  of  the  waterworks  company,  to  the  other  wasbfzeld 
Defendants,  the  promoters  of  the  bill  which  was  withdrawn,  on  the  ^^^^*^ 

ground  that  such  payment  was  uUra  vires  ;  but  there  are,  we  sub-        

mit,  no  sufficient  allegations  in  the  bill  to  shew  that  the  act 
complained  of  was  beyond  the  powers  of  the  directors. 

Further,  the  suit  is  wrongly  framed.  A  bill  like  this,  to  re- 
cover mone;^s  belonging  to  a  corporate  body  alleged  to  be  im- 
properly paid  to  a  stranger,  cannot  be  filed  by  an  individual 
shareholder,  unless  it  is  distinctly  alleged  that  the  corporation  or 
company  have  refused  to  sue,  or  that  there  is  some  reason  which 
prevents  the  company  from  suing :  Qray  v.  Lewis  (1) ;  Modey  v. 
Alston  (2) ;  Foss  v.  EarbattU  (3). 

It  is  not  alleged  in  this  bill  either  that  the  Defendant  company 
has  refused  to  sue,  or  that  it  is  incapable  of  suing :  on  these 
grounds,  therefore,  as  well  as  on  the  first,  we  contend  that  the  de« 
mnrrer  should  be  allowed. 

Mr.  Chittyy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooler,  for  the  Plaintifi;  in 
support  of  the  bill : — 

The  conduct  of  the  directors  of  the  waterworks  company  in 
entering  into  the  agreement  with  the  promoters  of  a  rival  com- 
pany, and  paying  them  the  sum  of  £5500  to  buy  o£f  their  opposi- 
tion, was,  on  the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  both  illegal  and  uttra 
vires.  The  directors  were  in  the  position  of  trustees  for  the  com- 
pany, and,  as  such,  they  are  liable  in  this  Court  to  account  for 
the  company's  money  which  they  have  misapplied.  The  bill 
alleges  that  the  promoters  received  the  money  with  notice  that  it 
was  the  property  of  the  company.  That  would  be  sufficient  to 
render  them  in  this  Court  liable  to  account  for  it:  Ferguson 
V.  Wilson  (4) ;  Hodgkinson  v.  National  Live  Stock  Insurance  Com- 
pany  (5) ;  Maunsdl  v.  Midland  Oreat  Western  (Irdand)  BaOway 
Company  (6)';  Atwool  v.  Merrijweaiher  (7). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  1035.  (4)  Law  Rop.  2  Ch.  77. 

(2)  1  Ph.  790.  (5)  4  Dq  G.  &  J.  422. 

(3)  2  Hare,  461.  (6)  1  H.  &  M.  130. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  464,  n. 
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M.  B.  In  Salomons  y.  Laingi  (1),  where  money  belonging  to  one  rail- 

1875  way  company  bad  been  improperly  paid  oyer  by  the  directors  to 

Buan^L  ^®  directors  of  another  company  who  had  notice  of  the  breach  of 

Wakidiels  *^^  *^^  *  ^^  ^*®  ^®^  ^7  ^  shareholder  of  the  first  company  on 

Watbb^obkb  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  shareholders  against  the  directors 
Ck)MPAinr 
'    of  both  companies  to  recoyer  back  the  fund,  it  was  held  on 

demurrer  that  the  directors  of  the  second  company  were  properly 
made  parties  to  the  suit,  and  also  that  such  a  snit  might  be  insti- 
tuted by  an  indiyidnal  shareholder,  although  it  was  not  alleged 
that  the  company  had  refused  to  sue.  That  case  is  a  direct 
authority  in  fayour  of  the  bill  being  framed  in  its  present  form. 

Mr.  Boffshawe,  in  reply,  on  the  question  whether  the  Plaintiff 
should  haye  leaye  to  amend. 

Sib  G.  Jessbl,  M.B. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  th}s  bill  is  open  to  general  demurrer  on 
two  ground&  The  nature  of  the  case  which  I  suppose  was  in- 
tended to  be  made  by  the  bill  is  that  the  waterworks  company 
were  not  authorized  to  pay  a  sum  of  £5500  to  the  promoters  of  an 
opposition  company,  who  were  opposing  a  bill  for  extending  the 
powers  of  what  I  will  call  the  old  company,  in  order  to  buy  off  the 
opposition.  The  bill  seeks  to  make  liable  both  the  directors  of 
the  old  company  who  had  paid  the  money  and  the  promoters  of 
the  new  company  who  received  the  money. 

The  two  objections,  which  I  think  are  well  founded,  are  these : 
first,  it  is  said  there  is  no  case  made  by  the  bill  shewing  that  the 
act  complained  of  was  beyond  the  powers  of  the  old  company, 
there  being  no  direct  allegation  of  fraud,  although  the  word 
*^  corrupt "  is  used ;  and  secondly,  it  is  said  that,  even  if  the  act 
complained  of  was  shewn  to  be  iMra  vires,  it  was  a  case  in  which 
tiie  old  company,  which  was  an  incorporated  company,  ought  to 
sue.  [His  Honour  then  reviewed  the  allegations  in  the  bill, 
and 'considered  that  the  bill  did  not  sufficiently  allege  that  the 
payment  complained  of  was  beyond  the  powers  of  the  old  com- 
pany.]; 

A  great  deal  of  the  argument  in  this  case  turned  upon  what 

(1)  12  Beay.  «77. 
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may  be  described  perhaps,  in  one  sense,  as  a  tecbnical  objection,      M.  B. 
but  which  is  a  very  formidable  and  important  objection.    It  was       1875 
said  that  this  is  a  bill  to  make  a  stranger  pay  back  money     Bi^bbell 
belonging  to  a  company  which  the  stranger  has  illegally  or  im-  ^^^^ 
properly  possessed  himself  of,  or  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  and  Watkrwobkb 
that  any  person  who  takes  possession  of  a  tnist  fund  is  liable  to  be       -^. 
sued  in  equity  by  the  owner  of  the  trust  fund  if  he  had  notice  at 
the  time  that  it  was  a  trust  fund ;  and  although  he  gave  value, 
still  in  thaft  way  the  bill  can  be  maintained  against  him. 

The  answer  was,  that  where  the  owner  of  the  trust  fund  is  an 
inooiporated  company,  the  corporation  is  the  only  party  to  sue ; 
the  stranger  has  notiiing  whatever  to  do  with  the  individual  cor- 
porators ;  and  although  in  a  sense  it  is  their  property,  because 
individual  corporators  make  up  the  corporation,  yet  in  law  it  is  not 
their  propertyi  but  the  property  of  the  corporation,  and  therefore 
the  right  person  to  sue  is  the  corporation,  who  is  the  eeetiU  que 
trusi  or  equitable  owner  of  the  ftmd.  That  I  take  to  be  the  general 
rule  of  this  Court.  In  this  Court  the  money  of  the  company  is  a 
trust  fund,  because  it  is  applicable  only  to  the  special  purposes  of 
the  company  in  the  hands  of  the  agents  of  the  company,  and  it  is 
in  that  sense  a  trust  fund  applicable  by  them  to  tiiose  special 
purposes ;  and  a  person  taking  it  from  them  with  notice  that  it  is 
being  applied  to  other  purposes  cannot  in  this  Court  say  that  he  is 
not  a  conBtructive  trustee. 

But  the  general  rule  being  that  the  cestiU  que  trust  must  sue, 
and  not  the  individual  corporator  who  has  only  an  ultimate  bene- 
ficial interest,  the  only  point  remainij^  to  be  conaideiidd  is,  whether 
there  are  any  exceptions  to  the  general  rule.  I  entirely  agree  that 
the  general  rule,  if  I  may  say  so  respectfully,  is .  ^XHTectly  stated 
by  Lord  Justice  James  in  the  case  of  Oray  v.  Lewis  (1) :  ^  Where 
there  is  a  corporate  body  capable  of  filing  a  bill  for  itself  to  leoover 
property,  either  from  its  directors  or  ofScers,  or  from  any  other 
person,  that  corporate  body  is  the  proper  plaintiff  and  the  only 
proper  plaintiff."  I  do  not  understand  the  Lord  Justice  to  intend' 
to  state  more  than  the  general  rule,  because  he  began  by  saying :  - 
'^  It  is  very  important,  in  order  to  avoid  oppressive  litigation,  to 
adhere  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Mozley  v.  Alston  (2),  and  Foss  v. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Oh.  1036^  1050.  ^   (2)  1  Ph.  790. 
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M.  B.       HarbotUe  (1),  which  cases  have  always  been  considered  as  settling 

1875        the  law  of  this  Court."    So  that  in  laying  down  the  general  rule 

BuasELL     ^^  d^^  °^*  intend  to  impeach  or  interfere  with  those  cases,  but 

V^     only  to  express  the  result  of  them.    In  reality  Modey  v.  Alston  (2) 

Watxbwobxs  simply  afiBrmed  Fots  v.  HarhoUk,  and  therefore  when  you  want 

...  *    to  find  the  rule  you  must  look  to  Fosb  y.  HarboMe,  where  you 

will  find  the  general  rule  is  that  which  I  have  stated.    But  that  ia 

not  a  universal  rule ;  that  is,  it  is  a  rule  subject  to  exceptions,  and 

the  exceptions  depend  very  much  on  the  necessity  of  the  case ; 

that  is,  the  necessity  for  the  Court  doing  justice. 

In  Fobs  v.  HarboUle  (3)  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  J.  Wiffram  says 
this :  *^  The  first  objection  taken  in  the  argument  for  the  Defen- 
dants was  that  the  individual  members  of  the  corporation  cannot 
in  any  case  sue  in  the  form  in  which  this  bill  is  framed.  During 
the  argument  I  intimated  an  opinion  to  which,  upon  further  con- 
sideration, I  fiilly  adhere,  that  the  rule  was  much  too  broadly 
stated  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants.  I  think  there  are  cases  in 
which  a  suit  might  properly  be  so  framed.  Corporations  like  this 
of  a  private  nature  are  in  truth  little  more  than  private  partner- 
ships, and  in  cases  which  may  easily  be  suggested  it  would  be 
too  much  to  hold  that  a  society  of  private  persons  associated 
together  in  undertakings  which,  though  certainly  beneficial  to  the 
public  are  nevertheless  matters  of  private  property,  are  to  be  de- 
prived of  their  civil  rights  inier  se  because,  in  order  to  make  their 
common  objects  more  attainable,  the  Crown  or  the  Legislature  may 
have  conferred  upon  them  the  benefit  of  a  corporate  character.  If 
a  case  should  arise  of  injury  to  a  corporation  by  some  of  its 
members,  for  which  no  adequate  remedy  remained  except  that  of 
a  suit  by  individual  corporators  in  their  private  characters,  and 
asking  in  such  character  the  protection  of  those  rights  to  which 
in  their  corporate  character  they  were  entitled,  I  cannot  but 
think  that  the  principle  so  forcibly  laid  down  by  Lord  Oottefiham^ 
in  Wdttworth  v.  HoU  (4)  and  other  cases  would  apply,  and  the 
claims  of  justice  would  be  found  superior  to  any  difficulties  arising 
out  of  technical  rules  respecting  the  mode  in  which  corporations  are 
required  to  sue."  That  I  take  to  be  the  correct  law  on  the  subject 

(1)  2  Hare,  461.  (3)  2  Hare,  491. 

(2)  1  Ph.  790.  (4)  4  My.  &  C.  619, 686. 
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It  remains  to  consider  what  are  those  exceptional  cases  in  wUcb,       M.  R. 
for  the  due  attainment  of  justice,  such  a  suit  should  be  allowed.        i875 
We  are  all  familiar  with  one  large  class  of  cases  which  are  cer-     Bub^ll 
tainly  the  first  exception  to  the  rule.    They  are  cases  in  which  an  ^^- 
individual  corporator  sues  thq  corporation  to  preyent  the  corpora-  Watbrwobib 
tion  either  commencing  or  continuing  the  doing  of  something        _ 
which  is  beyond  the  powers  of  the  corporation.  Such  a  bill,  indeed, 
may  be  maintained  by  a  single  corpoiator,  not  suing  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  of  others,  as  was  settled  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  a 
case  of  Simpson  v.  Wesiminiter  Pdlaoe  HUd  Company  (I).    If  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit  is  an  agreement  between  the  corporation 
acting  by  its  directors  or  managers  and  some  other  corporation  or 
some  other  person  strangers  to  the  corporation,  it  is  quite  proper 
and  quite  usual  to  make  that  other  corporation  or  person  a  Defen- 
dant to  the  suit,  because  that  other  corporation  or  person  has  an 
interest,  and  a  great  interest,  in  arguing  the  question  and  haying 
it  decided,  once  for  all,  whether  the  agreement  in  question  is  reaUy 
within  the  powers  or  without  the  powers  of  the  corporation  of 
which  the  corporator  is  a  member.    Sq  that  in  these  cases  you 
must  always  bring  before  the  Court  the  other  corporation. 

The  cases  are  so  numerous  on  this  subject,  that  one  ought  not 
perhaps  to  refer  to  them.  But  I  may  mention  a  few  of  them. 
There  is,  first,  the  well-known  case  of  Hare  y.  London  and  North" 
Western  BaUway  Company  (2) ;  there  is  the  case  of  Bimpson  y. 
Denison  (3) ;  there  is  a  case  of  Bema/n  y.  Bufford  (4) ;  and  a  yast 
number  of  cases  as  regards  agreements  between  railway  companies  . 
which  haye  been  held  to  be  uUra  vires.  When  you  haye  got  the 
second  corporation  or  person  a  party  to  the  suit,  it  may  happen 
that,  in  addition  to  the  relief  that  you  are  entitled  to  as  regards  the 
first,  you  are  entitled  to  haye  relief  against  the  second  for  something 
that  has  been  done  under  the  vUrd  vires  agreement.  You  may  be 
entitled  to  have  money  paid  back  which  has  been  paid  under  the 
ultr&  vires  agreement,  as  in  the  case  of  Salomons  y.  Lainff  (5),  and 
you  may  be  entitled  to  have  property  returned  or  other  acts  done. 
If  the  detainer  or  holder  of  the  money  or  property,  that  is,  the 

(1)  8  H.  L.  0.  712.  (3)  10  Hare,  61. 

(2)  2  J.  &  H.  80.  (4)  1  Sim.  (N.8.)  560. 

(5)  12  Beav.  877. 
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M.  B*      seeond  oorporatibn  or  other  person,  is  already  a  party,  and  a  neces- 

1875        sary  party,  to  the  suit,  it  would  be  indeed  a  lame  and  halting  concln- 

"RvmsLL     ^^^  ^  ^^®  Oonrt  were  to  say  it  could  do  justice  in  a  suit  so  framed 

~   *•         by  ordering  the  money  to  be  returned  or  the  property  restored.    It 

Watebwoekb  is  a  necessary  incident  to  the  first  part  of  the  relief  which  can  be 

OosiPAirT' 

—^  '  obtained  by  individual  corporators,  and  will  do  complete  justice  on 
each  side,  and  that  has  always  been  the  practice  of  the  Court. 
Therefore,  in  a  case  so  framed  there  is  no  objectionfto  a  suit  by 
an  individual  corporator  to  recover  from  another  corporatbr,  ot 
from  any  other  persons  being  strangers  to  this  corporation,  the 
money  or  property  so  improperly  obtained.  But  that  is  not  the 
only  case.  Any  other  case  in  which  the  claims  of  justice  require 
it  is  within  the  exception. 

Another  instance  occurred  in  the  case  of  Ahoool  t.  Merry- 
tpeather  (1),  in  which  the  corporation  was  cimtrolled  by  the  evil- 
doer, and  would  not  allow  its  name  to  be  used  as  Plaintiff  in  the  suit. 
It  was  said  that  justice  required  that  the  majority  of  the  corporators 
should  not  appropriate  to  themselves  the  property  of  the  minority, 
and  then  use  their  own  votes  at  the  general  meeting  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  prevent  their  being  sued  by  the  corporation,  and  consequently 
in  a  case  of  that  kind  the  corporators  who  form  part  of  the  minority 
might  file  a  bill  on  their  own  behalf  to  get  back  the  property  or 
money  so  illegally  appropriated.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  coipo- 
ration  should  absolutely  refuse  by  vote  at  the  general  meeting,  if 
it  can  be  shewn  either  that  the  wrong^ioer  had  command  of  the 
majority  of  the  votes,  so  that  it  would  be  absurd  to  call  the  meetii^; 
or  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  there  has  been  a  general  meeting  substan* 
tiaUy  approving  of  what  has  been  done ;  or  if  it  can  be  shewn  from 
the  acts  of  the  corporation  as  a  corporation,  distinguidied  from  the 
mere  acts  of  the  directors  of  it^  that  they  have  approved  of  what 
has  been  done,  and  have  aUowed  a  long  time  to  elapse  without 
interferii^,  so  that  they  do  not  intend  and  are  not  willing  to  sue. 
In  all  those  cases  the  same  doctrine  implies,  and  the  individual 
c(Mrporator  may  maintain  the  suit.  As  I  have  said  before,  the  rale 
is  a  general  one,  but  it  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  in-* 
terests  of  justice  require  the  rule  to  be  dispensed  with.  I  do  not 
intend  by  the  observations  I  have  made  in  any  way  to  restrain 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  464,  n. 


VOL.  XX.]  iSQUITY  OASEa  483 

the  generality  of  the  terms  made  use  of  by  the  learned  Judge       M.  B. 
who  decided  the  case  (^  Foes  y.  SarhotUe  (1).    Therefore  I  cannot       1875 
help  seeing  it  is  quite  possible  so  to  amend  this  bill  as  to  get  rid     Edssell 
of  the  difficulty  which  now  exists^  and  I  think  that  on  this  part  ^    ^* 
of  the  case  I  should  give  leave  to  amend.    Of  course^  in  allowing  Watebwobks 
the  demurrer^  I  allow  it  in  the  usual  form.  

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  Horace  PhtlbricJc. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Singleton  <&  TcUlershdU  ; 
Messrs.  Torr  d  Co. 


'June  4. 


ATTOBNET-GENERAL  v.  WEBSTER.  m.  b. 

[1871    A.    65.]  Jf^ 

Pariah  Property^  CharitabU  Trtui. 

A  trust  of  property  in  favour  of  a  parish  or  the  parishioners  of  a  parish 
for  ever  can  only  be  upheld  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  charitable  trust. 

In  1585  property  waa  oonTeyed  to  two  persons  upon  a  secret  trust  for  a 
London  parish.  The  income  of  the  property  was  afterwards  receiyed  by  the 
churchwardens  and  applied  to  charitable  purposes : — 

Edd,  that  the  property  was  subject  to  a  charitable  trust. 

X  HIS  was  an  ex  officio  information  by  the  Attorney-General  for  the 
purpose.  If  of  having  it  declared  that  certain  properties  known  as 
the  Parish  Estates  of  St.  Stephen^  s,  Coleman  Street,  in  the  city  of 
London,  were  held  upon  charitable  trusts,  and  not  (according  to  a 
claim  set  up  as  to  part  thereof)  simply  the  piivate  property  of  the 
parishioners ;  2,  of  having  the  specific  trusts  affecting  the  several 
properties  distingmshed ;  and,  3,  of  establishing  a  scheme  for  the 
regulation  of  the  charities. 

The  Defendants  were  the  churchwardens  of  St.  Stephens,  Cole- 
man Street,  and  the  feoffees  in  trust  of  the  said  estates  appointed 
by  an  indenture  dated  the  3rd  of  April,  1856. 

The  instruments  by  which  the  several  properties  were  originally 
devoted  to  the  purposes  of  the  parish  had  all  been  lost ;  and  in 
later  times  the  practice  had  prevailed  of  conveying  the  whole 
of  the  estates  from  time  to  time  from  one  set  of  feoffises  or  tvsatees 

(1)  2  Em,  461. 
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H.  B.      to  another  upon  trnsts  described  as  "  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
1875        parishioners  qf  the  said  parish  for  ever."  Part  of  the  property,  how- 
Attowiby-   ^^®^'  appeared  to  have  been  specifically  given  or  devised  for  the 
Gknkeal     ^gQ  Qj,  relief  of  the  poor ;  as  to  the  other  part  (to  which  the  present 
WxBBTEB.     report  relates),  the  main  question  in  the  cause  arose. 
"^  The  churchwardens'  accounts  were  preserved  from  the  year  1486, 

with  the  exception  of  a  gap  from  1507  to  1585 ;  and  it  thereby 
appeared  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  in  question  were 
received  by  the  churchwardens  and  applied  for  the  repairs,  orna- 
ments, and  services  of  the  church,  the  sexton's  salary,  and  church- 
wardens* expenses,  to  which  were  added,  until  the  period  of  the 
Eeformation  (but  not  afterwards),  certain  payments  for  obits. 
Among  the  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  churchwardens 
was  a  copy  of  a  will  devising  part  of  the  estate  in  question  to  the 
vicar,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  of  St.  8tephen\  upon 
X  condition  that  out  of  the  issues  and  profits  of  the  estates  they 

should  hold  and  observe  an  obit  and  anniversary  of  the  testator 
and  his  wife,  and  purchase  a  wax  light  to  bum  at  Easter  time 
about  the  tomb  in  manner  long  accustomed  in  the  church,  and  to 
expend  the  residue  in  repairs  and  ornaments  of  the  church,  and  in 
repairs  and  maintenance  of  the  property  devised.  The  information 
charged  that  this  document  might  be  taken  as  an  example  of  the 
original  instruments  of  foundation  of  these  properties. 

In  or  about  the  year  1585  the  church  properties  in  question  ap- 
peared to  have  been  exposed,  like  other  church  or  parish  estates 
(on  account  of  the  intermixture  in  some  cases  of  superstitious 
uses  with  the  original  trusts),  to  claims  on  the  part  of ''  concealers," 
that  is,  of  persons  who  having  obtained  grants  from  the  Grown  of 
all  ^'concealed"  or  forfeited  lands  within  a  parish  or  other  area 
proceeded  to  bring  actions  against  and  otherwise  harass  the 
persons  or  bodies  holding  lands  upon  charitable  trusts  connected 
with  church  purposes. 

By  letters  patent  under  the  Great  Seal,  dated  at  Oorhatnburffe, 
the  24th  of  July,  1570  (12th  Eliz.),  Her  Majesty  promised  to 
grant  to  Sir  Thomas  Wentworih,  Knight,  Lord  Wentworth,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  or  to  such  other  person  or  persons  as  the  said 
Lord  Wentworthf  his  heirs  or  executors,  should  nominate  or  appoint, 
all  and  so  many  of  all  such  Her  Majesty's  lordships,  manors,  and 
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other  hereditaments  and  adyowsons  to  the  same  belonging  within      IL  B. 
the  realm  of  England  and  the  dominions  of  the  same  aa  then  or       i875 
at  that  time  were  concealedi  subtracted^  or  unjustly  detained   Ai^c^m- 
from  Her  Majesty  or  her  progenitors  which  ought  to  have  come  to    ^■^«»^ 
her  hands  or  the  hands  of  her  progenitors  by  reason  and  force  of    Wkbotid. 
any  Act  of  Parliament^  statute,  or  law  of  the  realm  of  England^  or 
by  reason  of  any  forfeiture,  attainder,  outlawry,  reversion,  re- 
mainder, or  escheat)  and  which  by  the  said  Thomas  Lord  Wenlworth, 
his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  were  revealed  and  found 
out  by  survey,  inquisition,  information,  or  otherwise,  as  should 
amount  to  the  clear  yearly  value  of  £200,  and  not  above,  over 
and  besides  all  charges  and  reprises,  to  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  tiie 
said  lordships,  and  manors,  and  advowsons,  and  hereditaments, 
and  other  the  premises  with  their  appurtenances,  to  the  aforesaid 
Thomas  Lord  Wemtworlh^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  or  to  such 
person  or  persons,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  whom  the  said  Thomas 
Lord   WentiJDorthf  his  heirs  or  executors,  should  nominate  and 
appoint. 

By  letters  patent  dated  the  2nd  of  August,  1585  (27th  Ehs.), 
after  reciting  the  before-mentioned  letters  patent  dated  the  24th 
of  July,  1570,  Her  Majesty,  in  part  fulfilment  of  the  promise  made 
by  her  of  the  gift  and  grant  to  the  said  Thomas  Lord  Wentworth, 
and  on  the  humble  petition  of  Henry  Lord  Wentworlh,  son  and 
heir  of  the  said  Thomas  Lord  Wentworih  then  deceased,  gave  and 
granted  to  TheophUus  Adams,  of  London,  gentleman,  and  Thomas 
BvUety  of  London,  gentleman,  *^  all  our  messuages,  gardens,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  parish  of 
8t,  Stephen's,  in  Coleman  Street,  London,  heretofore  being,  given, 
assigned,  limited,  bequeathed,  or  used  for  the  perpetual  main- 
tenance of  a  chaplain  or  priest,  or  other  superstitious  uses,  in  the 
church  of  St  Stephen's  ;"  and  also  all  woods  and  trees,  and  all  and 
singular  messuages,  buildings,  yards,  easements,  rights,  and  libera 
ties  to  the  said  premises  belonging  as  fully  as  the  same  by  any 
abbot,  prior,  priest,  chaplain,  chanter,  incumbent,  master,  governor, 
feoffee,  or  commonalty  of  the  monasteries,  priories,  colleges, 
chantries,  guilds,  hospitals,  lamps,  luminaries,  obits,  anniversaries, 
or  such  like  things  aforesaid,  had  at  any  time  been  held  or  enjoyed, 
as  fully  and  freely  and  in  as  ample  a  manner  and  form  as  the 
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H.  B.       same  premises  came,  or  ought  to  haye  come,  to  the  Queen's  hands, 
1875       or  the  hands  of  the  late  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  and  Edward  the 
Atiobnbt-   Sixth,  and    Queen  Jlfary,  or  of  any  of  the    Queen's  late  pro- 
GsasBAL     genitors,  hy  reason  of  any  dissolution  or  suppression  of  the  said 
Wbbstbb.    monasteries,  priories,  guilds,  hospitals,  chantries,  chapels,  lamps, 
obits,  luminaries,  and  anniversaries,  or  such  like  things,  or  by 
reason  or  force  of  any  Act  of  Parliament,  or  by  escheat,  attaind^, 
forfeiture,  or  any  other  lawful  means  then  were  or  ought  to  be 
in  her  hands^  and  which  said  premises,  with  their  appurtenances, 
were  therein  described  as  then  extended  in  the  whole,  according  to 
the  several  particulars  thereof,  at  the  clear  yearly  value  of  (beyond 
reprises)  £82  ISs.  Zd. :  To  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  TheophUus 
Adams  and  Thomas  Butler^  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said 
TheophHua  Adams,  to  the  only  and  proper  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  21  Adams  and  T.  BuUery  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said 
T.  Adams,  ibr  ever :  To  hold  of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and 
successors,  as  of  the  manor  of  East  Oreentoteh,  by  fealty  in  common 
socage,  and  rendering  out  of  and  for  the  premises  in  the  parish  of 
St.  Stephen^  in  Colemdn  Street,  the  rent  of  ds.,  and  also  all  accus- 
tomed rents. 

By  an  mdenture  dated  the  20th  of  November,  1585  (28th  Eliz.), 
and  made  between  the  said  T.  Adams  and  T.  BuUsr  of  the  one 
part,  and  WiUiam  DanteU,  of  London,  Esquire,  and  Edward  2W- 
fett,  of  London,  gentleman,  of  the  other  part,  in  consideration  of 
£200  paid  by  the  said  W.  DanieU  and  E.  Twrfett,  the  said  T. 
Adams  and  T.  BvUer  sold  and  enfeoffed  to  the  said  W.  DanieU  and 
K  Turfett  the  messuages  or  tenements  and  hereditaments  therein 
particularly  described,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  all  other  mes- 
suages, gardens,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the  parish  of 
Si.  Stephen,  Coleman  Street,  theretofore  given,  assigned,  limited, 
devised,  or  used  to  the  perpetual  sustentation  of  a  chaplain  or 
priest,  or  other  superstitious  uses  in  the  church  of  St.  Stephen, 
which  were  granted  by  the  said  letters  patent  under  the  Great 
Seal  of  England  of  the  2nd  of  August^  in  the  27th  year  of  EKsa- 
heth,  by  the  name  of  all  the  messuages,  gardens,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  parish  otSt  Stephen, 
Coleman  Street,  theretofore  being,  given,  assigned,  limited,  be- 
queathed or  used  to  the  perpetual  sustentation  of  the  chaplain  or 
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priest  or  other  superstitions  uses  in  the  church  of  St.  Stephen  (ex- 
cept the  messuage  in  the  occupation  of  WHliam  Danidl,  which  had 
been  conveyed  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  the  said  T.  Adama 
and  T.  Butter)^  to  hold  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  unto 
the  said  William  DanieM  and  Edward  Turfett,  their  heirs  and 
assigns  for  eyer,  to  the  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  them  the 
said  William  Danidl  and  Edward  TwrfeU,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
for  ever,  in  as  large  and  ample  a  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
T.  Adams  and  T.  Buffer  had  the  same  premises  of  the  gift  and 
grtmt  of  Her  Majesty  by  the  said  letters  patent,  subject  to  the  said 
rent  of  5b. 

It  appeared  from  the  accounts  of  the  churchwardens  that  the 
sum  of  £200  mentioned  in  the  last  stated  indenture  was  raised  by 
a  sale  of  a  part,  and  levying  in  advance  the  rents  of  the  remainder, 
of  the  parish  church  properties ;  and  that  the  conveyance  ,to 
Danidl  and  Turfett  was  *^  to  the  use  of  the  pariah,  albeit  no  such 
use  be  in  the  deed  of  bargain  and  sale." 

It  appeared  from  the  answer  of  the  Defendants  to  the  original 
information  that,  subsequently  to  the  re-acquisition  of  the  said 
property  by  the  parish  in  1585,  there  is  no  entry  in  the  church- 
wardens' accounts  of  any  payments  or  disbursements  for  priest's 
salary,  or  masses,  or  any  other  superstitious  uses ;  but  that  the 
disbursements  contained  in  the  accounts  were  for  general  parochial 
purposes,  including  the  salary  of  the  sexton,  the  salary  of  one 
Bcibert  Brodgate  for  cleaning  the  channel  of  the  street  and  JBbrse 
Alley  for  one  year,  for  ringing  and  repairing  the  bells,  for  repairs 
to  the  parish  properties,  for  gravel  for  the  causeway  without 
Moorgaie  and  paving  the  street  in  front  of  the  church,  for  mending 
the  pews,  for  emptying  cesspools,  and  for  expenditure  in  connection 
with  the  draining  and  repairing  the  church,  for  communion  bread 
and  wine,  and  for  books  of  prayer  and  expenditure  connected 
with  ,the  archdeacon*s  visitation. 

It  was  stated  in  the  answer  of  the  Defendants  to  the  amended 
information  that,  in  addition  to  the  various  payments  above  men- 
tioned, there  appeared  in  the  accounts  the  following  matters,  being 
expenses  connected  with  the  several  parochial  purposes  of  the 
parish,  including  expenses  in  connection  with  the  parish  church, 
(that  is  to  say),  '^  for  removing  stable  dung,  for  cleaning  the  channel 
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M.  B.      in  the  street^  for  candles,  for  ringing  at  six  o'clock  in  the  morning 

1875       and  eight  o'clock  at  night,  for  ringers  on  the  day  of  Her  Majesty's , 

Attobnby-  coronation,  for  amending  and  new-hanging  the  great  bell,  for  the 

Qenssal     carriage  of  ordure  out  of  the  common  privy  or  vault,  for  paving 

Websteb.    twenty  yards  of  Ohymney  AUey^  for  laying  loads  of  gravel  on  the 

"        causeway  without  Maorgate,  for  leather  for  fire-buckets  for  the 

church."    In  the  accounts  for  the  year  ending  the  24th  of  June, 

1&88,  there  were  items  of  money  paid  for  other  parish  purposes, 

and  in  the  accounts  for  the  year  1589  there  was  a  payment  for  two 

dozen  of  new  leather  buckets,  bought  for  the  use  of  the  parish  by 

virtue  of  a  precept  from  the  Lord  Mayor,  and  for  ladders  for  the 

use  of  the  parish  also  by  command  of  the  Lord  Mayor,  and  for 

paving  the  street 

In  1858  the  parish  feo£fee8  were  advised  by  counsel  that  the 
property  in  question  was  held  for  charitable  purposes,  and  could 
not  be  leased  without  the  sanction  of  the  Charity  Commissioners. 
In  1870  the  Charity  Commissioners  applied  for  accounts  of  the 
parish  estates,  and  upon  the  Defendants  refusing  to  render  such 
accounts  this  information  was  filed. 

The  Defendants  insisted  that  the  property  in  question  was  ac- 
quired free  from  any  trust  or  use  of  a  charitable  nature,  and  was 
in  fact  granted  for  the  use  only  of  the  parish  and  the  parishioners 
for  the  time  being,  and  to  be  used  and  applied  for  general  paro- 
chial purposes.  They  also  submitted  that  the  churchwardens 
of  the  parish  were  a  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and 
taking  moneys^  legacies,  and  property,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
church. 

The  Aitomey-Oeneral  (Sir  B.  BaggaHay\  and  Mr.  Vaughan  Bduh 
kinSf  for  the  information : — 

A  grant  of  property  for  a  parish  or  the  benefit  of  a  parish  is  a 
charitable  gift :  Attomey-Chnerai  v.  Lord  Hoiham  (1) ;  Attorn^- 
Oeneral  v.  Vivian  (2).  If  it  be  not  charitable,  the  gift  is  bad  under 
23  Hen.  8,  c  10 ;  Porter  a  Case  (3).  It  is  suggested  that  the 
churchwardens  of  a  London  parish  are  a  corporation,  and  can 
receive  and  hold  property  for  the  use  of  the  church ;  but  in  this 

(1)  T.  &  K.  209.  (2)  1  Russ.  226. 

(8)  1  Rep.  16  b. 


VOL,  XX.] 


EQUITY  CASES. 


489 


case  the  property  is  not  vested  in  the  churchwardens^  but  in       M.  B. 
feoffees.  1S75 


^ttobnsy 

Mr.  Chiiiy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Evertit,  for  the  Defendants^  submitted  Gknebal 

that  property  could  be  held  for  the  use  of  the  parishioners  gene-  wk^er. 

rally,  and  this  had  been  so  decided  in  the  case  of  advowsons:        

Edenlorauffh  y.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (1). 

Mr.  Hawkins,  in  answer  to  a  question  of  the  Court,  stated  that 
he  did  not  press  for  costs  against  the  Defendants  personally. 


Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  do  not  entertain  the  slightest  doubt  either  as  to  the  law  of 
the  case,  or  as  to  what  the  Court  ought  to  do  with  it 

The  information  is  filed  allying  that  certain  houses  and  lands 
within  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen's,  Coleman  Street,  in  the  city  of 
London,  are  devoted  to  charitable  purposes.  The  history  of  them 
may  be  very  shortly  stated.  In  ancient  times  these  houses  and 
lands  were  given  by  various  persons  to  feoffees  upon  trusts,  which, 
as  the  law  then  stood,  were  undoubtedly  charitable.  Beligion 
having  changed  in  this  countr}%  certain  statutes  were  passed 
avoiding  these  charitable  purposes  so  far  as  by  reason  of  the 
change  of  religion  of  the  country  they  were  then  accounted  super- 
stitious, and  by  subsequent  statutes  the  property  of  which  the 
uses  or  charitable  trusts  had  been  so  avoided  was  vested  in  the 
Crown  without  office  found.  With  the  view  of  discovering  the 
concealed  trusts,  as  some  of  them  were,  rewards  were  given  to 
persons  who  discovered  to  the  Crown  the  existence  of  these  trusts, 
the  object  being  to  encourage  people  to  come  forward  as  informers 
and  enable  the  Crown  to  become  possessed  of  the  property.  The 
bulk  of  these  uses  certainly,  if  not  all  of  them,  was  avoided  by 
these  statutes,  and  in  strictness  I  have  no  doubt  that  with  regard 
to  the  great  bulk  of  these  houses  and  lands,  if  not  the  whole,  they 
became  vested  in  the  Crown  under  some  one  or  other  of  the 
statutes  to  which  I  have  referred. 

In  the  year  1585  this  arrangement  appears  to  have  taken  place : 
It  appears  by  a  memorandum  in  the  parish  books  that  the  owners 
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of  the  property  (the  feoffees  held  it  in  a  sense  in  trust  for  the 
parish),  namely,  the  parish  charities,  made  an  arrangement  with 
Lord  Wenttoorih  (who  had  obtained  a  grant  from  the  Crown  up  to 
£200  a  year  of  this  kind  of  property),  by  which  they  bought  from 
persons,  who  obviously  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  were  trustees 
for  him,  the  parish  property,  and  they  paid  for  it  in  this  way :  they 
sold  two  of  the  houses,  and  they  took  beforehand  rents  of  some  of  the 
tenants  of  the  otherSi  so  as  to  make  up  the  total  amount  giyen  for 
the  re-purchase  of  the  property.  The  amount  given  was  not  the  value, 
nor  anything  like  the  value,  of  the  property ;  but  it  satisfied  Lord 
WerUworthf  and  accordingly  his  nominees  or  trustees  conveyed  the 
land  to  two  gentlemen  named  DanieU  and  Turfdt  The  property 
having  been  paid  for  in  the  way  I  have  mentioned,  out  of  the  pro- 
perty itself,  in  strict  law,  I  suppose,  it  would  belong  to  DanieU  and 
Turfett,  if  no  other  claimant  could  have  made  any  title  to  it. 
The  uses  being  all  substantially  avoided,  the  Crown  was  the  owner. 
Lord  Weniworih  became  owner  from  the  Crown,  and  Lord  Went- 
worth  or  his  trustees  could  have  made  a  good  title  to  anybody  for 
any  amount  they  chose  to  accept  for  it,  and  in  form  that  was  what 
was  adopted.  But  in  fact  that  was  not  intended  either  by  DanieU 
and  Turfeti,  or  by  anybody  else.  What  the  parish  authorities  in- 
tended to  do  was  to  buy  the  land  back  by  the  sacrifice  of  a  portion 
of  it ;  to  devote  the  remainder  to  similar  charitable  purposes  to 
which  it  had  been  previously  devoted,  but  excepting  the  super- 
stitious uses.  What  they  did,  therefore,  was  to  take  a  conveyance 
to  DanieU  and  TurfeU  absolutely,  but  with  a  trust  (not  expressed 
in  the  deed)  in  the  words  which  appear  in  the  account,  *'  to  the 
use  of  the  said  parish,  albeit  no  such  use  be  in  the  said  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale  to  them  of  the  said  lands  and  tenements  made 
expressed ;"  so  that  the  arrangement  was  that  DanieU  and  TurfeU 
should  hold  them  to  the  use  of  the  parish..  That  occurred  in  1585. 
Now  what  became  of  them  ?  We  find  by  the  answers  of  the  Defen- 
dants that  the  income  of  this  property  has  been  applied  in  this 
way: — [His  Honour  read  the  statements  set  out  above.]  That 
is,  that  the  rents  have  been  used  ever  since  the  year  1585  for 
"charitable"  purposes;  that  is,  for  "charitable"  purposes  con- 
sistently with  the  definition  which  the  word  "charitable"  receives 
in  this  Court. 
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That  being  so,  we  have  a  case  where  property  was  purchased       M.  B. 
for  the  benefit  of  a  parish,  and  which  has  been   used  now  for        1875 
nearly  three  centuries  for  charitable  purposes;  and  that  being   at^xet. 
•80,  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt  or  hesitation  in  saying  that    ^=^^^^^^ 
if  there  had  been  no  authority  whatever  on  the  subject,  there    Webstrb. 
<;ould  be  no  question  that  this  was  properly  held  for  charitable 
purposes.    But  there  is  authority  distinctly  in  point,  the  case  of 
Attomey'Oeneral  v.  Lord  Hotham  (1),  which  is  entirely  undistin- 
^uishable.  In  that  case  the  conveyance  was ''  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  said  parish  '* — ^the  very  same  words  we  have  here — and  the 
information  stated  ^'that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands 
liad  from  time  immemorial  been  received  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  said  parish,  and  applied  in  the  repairs  of  the 
church,  in  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and  in  other  parochial 
purposes  in  aid  of  the  rates."    Therefore,  if  you  want  authority, 
there  is  express  anthority ;  but  I  say  none  was  wanted,  because  it 
is  impossible  for  the  Defendants  to  make  out  how  you  could  have 
a  valid  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  parish  or  for  the  parishioners 
for  ever  without  its  being  charitable ;  and  no  suggestion  has  been 
made  except  a  reference  to  that  anomalous  line  of  cases  in  which 
it  has  been  said  that  an  advowson  can  be  so  held. 

Now  it  must  be  remembered  that  where  the  advowson  is  so  held 
the  parishioners  can  get  no  individual  profit ;  all  they  can  get  is 
the  right  to  nominate  their  own  rector  or  vicar — they  get  no  per- 
sonal benefit :  and  I  think  it  is  possible  to  reconcile  that  line  of 
cases  on  this  theory,  that  it  is  a  mere  mode  of  selecting  the  charity 
trustee,  because  the  man  who  performs  divine  service  and  minis- 
ters to  the  spiritual  wants  of  the  parish  is  in  a  sense,  and  in  a  grand 
43ense,  a  trustee  for  the  parish.  The  parishioners,  having  the  per- 
petual right  of  nomination,  have  only  the  right  of  choosing  the 
parson  of  the  parish,  which  is,  no  doubt,  from  its  nature,  a  very 
important  thing.  At  the  same  time  I  admit  at  once  it  is  an 
anomaly,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to  find  out  how  such  a  right  of 
nomination  could  be  properly  vested  in  the  parishioners  from  time 
to  time  to  elect  at  their  own  will  and  pleasure.  However,  it  is  so 
established.  That  line  of  cases  has,  in  my  opinion,  no  bearing 
whatever  on  the  case  I  have  now  to  decide. 

(1)  T.  &  11.  209. 

2  .V  2  2 
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H.  B.  His  Honour  then  discussed  the  question  how  the  costs  of  the 

1875  suit  were  to  be  borne,  and  held  that,  having  regard  to  the  advice 

Attobket-  received  by  the  feoffees  in  ISSS,  the  Defendants  were  not  entitled 

Gbmkbal  ^  receive  any  costs,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  Attorney-General 

y^EBsnsB,  must  be  provided  for  out  of  the  trust  estate. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Olabon  ;  Mr.  C.  MQh  Bodie. 


M.  R.  PE AECE  V.  WATTS. 

1875  [1873    P.     168.] 

JunaS,  9,      Vendor  and  PurcJicLser — Specific  Performaru»^JRe8ervatum  of  **  Necessary  Land 

for  making  BaUway  " — Defence  not  raised  by  Demurrer — Costs. 

Contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  vendor  reserving  "  the  necessary  land 
for  making  a  railway"  through  the  estate  to  P.  In  a  suit  by  the  purchaser 
for  specific  performance : — 

SeUd,  that  the  reservation  was  void  for  uncertainty,  and  that  the  contract 
could  not  be  enforced : 

Beld^  also,  that,  though  the  defence  was  raised  by  answer  and  not  by 
demurrer,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

1  HE  Defendant,  T.  Watts,  had  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  Plaintiff  for  the  sale  to  him  of  an  estate  with  the  following- 
reservation  : — "  T.  Watts  reserves  the  necessary  land  for  making  a 
railway  through  the  estate  to  Prince  Toion" 

The  Defendant  having  refused  to  complete,  the  Plaintiff  filed 
his  bill  for  specific  performance.  The  Defendant  put  in  an 
answer,  the  principal  defences  being  that  the  contract  was  Toid  for 
uncertainty,  and  that  the  Defendant  at  the  time  when  he  entered 
into  it  was  of  unsound  mind. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  estate  is  one  which  this  Court 
will  enforce,  and  the  reservation  contained  in  it  does  not  render  it 
void  for  uncertainty.  The  Court  can  ascertain  what  land  is  neces- 
sary for  making  the  railway:  Bedford  and  Cambridge  Batluxiy 
Company  Y.  Stanley  (1).    In  Sanderson  v.  Cockermouth  and  Work- 

(1)  2  J.  &  H.  746. 


V. 

Watts. 
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inffton  BaUway  Company  (1)  there  was  a  contract  for  sale  with       Bl.  R. 
the  following  reservation : — "  Subject  to  the  making  such  roads,       1875 
ways,  and  slips  for  cattle  as  might  be  necessary."    In  that  case     pI^I^e 
the  Court  directed  a  reference  to  ascertain  what  was  necessary 
or  proper. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  contract  cannot  be  carried  out  by  a 
•conveyance,  but,  as  what  the  vendor  contemplated  was  a  com- 
pulsory purchase  by  the  railway  company,  there  might  be  a 
covenant  that  the  purchase-money  of  any  land  taken  by  the 
•company  should  be  paid  to  the  vendor :  Jenkins  v.  Green  (2) ; 
Lord  J.  Stuart  v.  London  and  North^Westem  RaUvxiy  Com" 
pany  (3) ;  Liddy  v.  Kennedy  (4). 

If,  however,  the  Court  should  consider  that  the  contract  cannot 
be  specifically  performed,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  at 
any  rate,  as  the  Defendant  might  have  raised  the  defence  by 
demurrer,  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  pay  the  full  costs  up  to 
the  hearing.  , 

Mr.  Chitty,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JSimmonda,  for  the  Defendant,  were 
not  called  on. 

Sm  G.  Jessel,  M.K.  : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  contract  cannot  be  enforced.  It  may 
be  said  that  the  Court  takes  a  strict  view  of  these  contracts ;  but 
if  a  Plaintiff  seeks  specific  performance,  he  must  take  the  contract 
as  it  is  made,  and  it  must  be  construed  strictly. 

The  present  contract  is  one  which  cannot  be  carried  out  by 
conveyance ;  and  that  being  so,  I  do  not  see  how  the  Court  can 
alter  it  and  make  a  new  contract  which  can  be  carried  out  by 
<sonveyance.  By  the  contract  the  vendor  agrees  to  sell  certain 
land,  but  '^reserves  the  necessary  land  for  making  a  railway 
through  the  estate  to  Prince  Town.**  If  the  conveyance  were 
executed  in  this  form,  it  is  obvious,  according  to  the  present  law, 
the  whole  land  would  pass  to  the  purchaser,  the  reservation  being 
Toid  for  uncertainty.  But  this  is  not  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
for  the  vendor  intended  to  reserve  a  substantial  part  of  the  estate. 

(1)  11  Beav.  497 ;  2  H.  &  Tw.  327.       (3)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  721. 

(2)  27  Beav.  437.  (4)  Law  Rep.  6  H.  L.  134. 
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M.  B.  The  contract  does  not  shew  what  that  is.  I  neither  know  what  i» 
1875  the  amonnt  of  land  necessary  for  a  railway,  nor  what  line  the 
p^2bge  railway  is  to  take,  nor  anything  about  it,  and,  therefore,  I  cannot 
enforce  specific  performance  of  the  contract.  It  is  urged  on  the- 
part  of  the  Plaintiff  that  the  Defendant  might  have  demurred, 
and  not  having  done  so,  is  only  entitled  to  such  costs  as  he  would 
haye  had  in  case  he  had  demurred,  and  not  to  have  the  costs  of 
the  whole  proceedings  paid  by  the  Plaintiff.  It  seems  to  me,, 
however,  that  the  same  principle  ought  to  apply  to  a  suit  in  thi» 
Court  as  to  an  action  at  common  law.  In  an  action  at  law  a- 
Defendant  may  object  to  the  form  of  the  declaration  although  all 
the  witnesses  are  summoned,  and  if  the  objection  be  sustained, 
may  sign  judgment  and  have  the  whole  of  the  costs.  This  ought 
to  be  the  rule  here,  and  in  fact  was  held  to  be  the  rule  by  the 
Lords  Justices  in  the  recent  case  of  Bush  v.  Trowbridge  Water-- 
works  Company  (1).    The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  CoodSf  Kingdon^  &  Cotton^ 
agents  for  Mr.  E.  ChUeoUj  Tavistoeh. 

Solicitor  for  the  Defendant:  Mr.  8.  B.  SomerviOe,  agent  for 
Messrs.  W.  dt  27.  P.  Burd,  Ohelvampton. 


June  9. 


M.B.  HACKETT  V.  BAISS. 

1R75 

[1876    H.    110.] 
Ancient  lAghU — Injunction — AngU  qf  45^. 

* 

Where  a  building  was  being  erected  in  a  somewhat  narrow  street  in  the- 
City  of  London^  and  had  already  reached  a  height  which  would  subtend  an 
angle  of  45^  at  the  foot  of  the  ancient  lights  of  the  Plaintiff's  houses  on  the 
opposite  side  of  the  street  :— 

Hdd^  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the 
raising  the  new  building  to  a  greater  height. 

XHIS  was  a  sait  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  building  a 
warehouse  of  such  a  height  as  to  inteifere  with  the  access  of  light 
and  air  to  the  Plaintiff's  premises. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  459. 


Baus. 
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The  Plaintiff  in  this  case  was  the  owner  of  certain  messuages  in      V.  B. ; 
Jevmj  Street  in  the  City  of  London,  the  owners  and  occnpiers  of       1875 
which  had  had  unintermpted  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  for  above    HAonnrT 
twenty  years.    In  two  of  the  houses  the  Plaintiff  carried  on  busi- 
ness as  a  wholesale  furniture  manufacturer,  with  a  shop  and  shop- 
fronty  and  show-rooms  upstairs.    The  other  houses  were  let  for 
business  purposes.  The  greatest  width  of  the  street  was  88  ft.  6  in., 
and  at  some  parts  it  was  only  34  feet  wide.  The  foot  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs ground-floor  windows  was  5  feet  above  the  ground,  the  centre 
of  the  windows  3  feet  higher ;  the  average  height  of  the  bottoms 
of  his  first-floor  windows  was  16  feet  above  the  ground,  and  the 
average  height  of  his  houses  was  45  feet.    The  road  on  that  side 
of  the  street  was  one  foot  higher  than  on  the  opposite  side. 

The  Defendants  were  erecting  a  warehouse  opposite  to  the 
Plaintiff's  premises  on  the  site  of  some  old  btildings,  part  of 
which  only  subtended  an  angle  of  38^,  and  other  part  an  angle  of 
27^  above  the  horizon  at  the  centre  point  of  the  ground-floor 
windows  of  the  Plaintiff's  houses.  The  Defendants  desired  to 
build  their  warehouse  52  feet  high,  and  had  carried  it  up  to  the 
height  of  46  feet  when  the  bill  was  filed. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants,  their  agents,  servants,  and 
workmen,  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  until  the  hearing  of 
the  cause,  and  thenceforth  perpetually,  from  further  raising  the 
said  erection,  or  permitting  it  to  remain  at  a  greater  height  than 
the  buildings  which  formerly  stood  on  the  same  site,  or  at  such 
height  as  might  obstruct  or  diminish  such  access  or  use  of  light 
to  the  Plaintiff's  messuages  as  was  enjoyed  before  the  old  build- 
ings were  pulled  down. 

An  interim  injunction  had  been  obtained,  and  the  cause  now 
came  on  for  hearing,  with  the  usual  scientific  evidence  on  both  sides. 

It  appeared  that  the  height  to  which  the  building  was  already 
raised  subtended  an  angle  of  rather  more  than  45^  at  the  foot  of 
the  Plaintifi^s  ancient  lights. 

Mr.  Fiacher,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ErnhdeTeon,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended 
that  he  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  any  furtlier 
elevation  of  the  walls  of  the  new  building,  but  they  did  not  ask 
for  a  mandatory  injunction  in  order  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
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M.  B.      compelled  to  pull  down  their  bailding  to  the  height  of  44  feet, 
1875       which  would  preserve  the  access  of  light  at  the  angle  of  45^ 

HAOK&TT 

V.  Mr.  Chitty,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Tyssen^  for  the  Defendants : — 

There  is  no  reported  case  in  which  the  right  to  light  has  been 
carried  to  the  extent  contended  for  here.  The  nearest  case  is 
Yates  y.  Jack  (1),  where  the  distance  was  31  feet  and  the  height  of 
the  proposed  building  67  feet. 

The  Prescription  Act  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71)  does  not  give  an 
owner  any  further  right  than  the  common  law.  It  has  not  altered 
the  nature  of  the  easement^  but  only  its  mode  of  proof.  It  was 
supposed  for  some  time  that  the  Act  gave  an  indefeasible  right  to 
every  inch  of  sky,  but  that  was  held  to  be  erroneous  in  Kdk  v. 
Pearson  (2),  and  again  in  City  of  London  Brewery  Company  v. 
Tennant  (3).  The  Lord  Justice  James  there  says :  **  The  extent 
of  the  right  of  an  owner  of  ancient  lights  is  to  prevent  his  neigh- 
bour from  building  so  as  to  obstruct  the  access  of  sufficient  light 
and  air  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  the  house  substantially  leas 
comfortable  and  enjoyable,  that  is  to  say,  that  he  is  entitled  to 
sufficient  light,  according  to  the  ordinary  notions  of  mankind,  for 
the  comfortable  use  and  enjoyment  of  that  house  as  a  dwelling- 
house,  if  it  were  a  dwelling-house,  or  for  the  beneGcial  use  and 
occupation  of  the  house,  if  it  were  a  warehouse,  a  shop,  or  other 
place  of  business." 

On  this  principle  an  injunction  was  refused  in  Claris  v. 
Clark  (4),  although  the  sunshine  was  reduced  in  winter  from 
2^hrs.  to  40';  and  in  Bohson  y.  Whittinyham  (5),  where  the  dis- 
tance was  15  feet,  the  building  to  the  west,  as  here,  the  old  build- 
ings in  part  30  feet  high,  and  in  part  14  feet,  and  the  new  buildings 
36  feet  throughout.  There  was  also  evidence  there  of  the  gas 
having  to  be  lighted  earlier,  and  a  table  having  to  be  moved.  The 
case  was  much  stronger  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  than  the  present 
case.  An  injunction  was  also  refused  in  Durell  v.  Pritchard  (6), 
where  the  distance  was  10  feet,  the  old  buildings  13  ft.  6  in.  high, 
and  the  new  ones  20  feet,  and  the  building  to  the  west 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  295.  (4)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  16. 

(2)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  809.  (5)  Ibid.  442. 

(3)  Ibid.  9  Ch.  212,  216.  (6)  Ibid.  244. 
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Eyen  if  we  do  interfere  to  some  slight  extent  with  the  Plain-       H.  B. 
tiff's  light  and  air,  we  submit  that  the  damage  is  so  trivial  that  the        1875 

Conrt  will  not  grant  an  injunction,  but  only  inquire  into  the  hackbtt 
amount  of  damage  in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  by       g^' 

your  Honour  in  AynsUy  v.  Qlover  (1).  

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  have  no  doubt  in  this  case  as  to  what  I  ought  to  do,  having 
regard  to  the  law  of  the  Court  In  the  first  place,  the  building 
of  which  complaint  is  made  is  not  completed,  and  although  some 
complaint  is  made  as  regards  the  building  up  to  its  present 
height,  yet,  as  it  is  only  a  question  of  1  foot  or  1^  feet  between 
the  present  height  of  46  feet  and  the  height  to  which  the  building 
ought  to  go  in  order  to  preserve  the  access  of  light  at  an  angle  of 
45°,  which  would  probably  be  44  feet,  or  thereabouts,  the  counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff  did  not  ask  me  to  grant  a  mandatory  injunction 
in  order  to  make  the  Defendants  pull  down  to  that  difference. 
Therefore,  I  am  entitled  to  treat  this  question  as  if  I  were  deciding 
the  question  as  to  a  building  leaving  the  access  of  light  still  to  the 
Defendant's  houses,  at  an  angle  not  greater  than  45°.  Speaking  of 
that,  I  do  not  think  with  a  completed  building  that  the  mere  fact 
of  its  being  a  few  inches  too  high  would  have  induced  the  Court 
to  grant  a  mandatory  injunction,  even  if  the  Plaintiff's  counsel 
had  not  waived  it. 

The  real  question  I  have  to  decide  is  this:  In  a  street  a 
good  deal  narrower  than  ordinary  streets,  not  being  more  than 
38  ft.  6  in.  at  any  part  across,  and  at  other  parts  only  34  feet,  is  a 
building  owner  entitled  to  erect  a  building  to  a  height  which  will 
obstruct  the  access  of  light  below  the  45°  angle  ?  I  say  that,  as  a 
general  rule,  he  is  not.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  positive  evidence 
being  unobtainable,  because  the  building  is  not  erected,  you  must 
go  upon  theory,  and  that  theory  of  course  must  be  the  opinion  of 
skilled  persons — persons  who  have  paid  attention  to  the  effect  of 
buildings  on  light.  But  on  this  point  the  Court  is  not  left  to 
guess  or  to  arrive  at  an  arbitrary  conclusion  upon  the  evidence 
of  witnesses,  because,  in  the  first  place,  the  point  has  been  con- 
sidered by  the  Legislature,  and  after  considering  the  result  of 

(1)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  544,  554. 
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M.  B.  professional  opinionSi  the  Legislature  has  adopted  the  angle  of  45^ 
1875  as  the  proper  angle  helow  which  the  incidence  of  light  ought  not 
Hacsstt  ^  ^  permitted  to  fall  in  the  case  of  buildings  on  the  opposite 
side  of  an  ordinary  street;  and  that  view  has  been  sanctioned 
by  the  Court  whose  decisions  are  binding  upon  me,  even  if  I 
differed  from  them,  which  I  do  not.  I  refer  to  the  case  of  CUtf  of 
London  Breioery  Company  y.  Tennani  (1),  where  the  judgment 
contains  these  words:  ^'Further,  with  regard  to  the  forty-five 
degrees,  there  is  no  positive  rule  of  law  upon  that  subject ;  the 
circumstance  that  forty-five  degrees  are  left  unobstructed  being 
merely  an  element  in  the  question  of  fact,  whether  the  access  of 
light  is  unduly  interfered  with ;  but  undoubtedly  there  is  ground 
for  saying  that  if  the  Legislature,  when  making  general  regula- 
tions as  to  bmldingSy  considered  that  when  new  buildings  are 
erected,  the  light  su£Scient  for  the  comfortable  occupation  of  them 
will,  as  a  general  rule,  be  obtained  if  the  buildings  to  be  erected 
opposite  to  them  have  not  a  greater  angular  elevation  than  forty- 
five  degrees,  the  fact  that  forty-five  degrees  of  sky  are  left  un- 
obstructed may,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  considered  |>r»md 
faoie  evidence  that  there  is  not  likely  to  be  material  injury." 

So  that,  on  being  satisfied  that  45^  are  unobstructed,  I  ought, 
prima  faciej  to  come  to  that  conclusion,  unless  there  is  something 
special  in  the  case. 

Now,  what  is  special  in  this  case  is  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff. 
In  the  first  place,  as  I  have  said,  the  street  is  rather  narrower  than 
it  ought  to  be.  The  legislative  rule  applies  to  a  street  of  the 
ordinary  width.  In  the  next  place,  there  is  some  positive 
evidence  that  the  present  height  of  46  feet,  a  little  over  the  45^ 
has  interfered  with  the  access  of  light  not  to  an  inconsiderable 
extent,  and  has  actually  caused  personal  inconvenience  to  one  of 
the  occupiers  of  the  houses.  I  do  not  say  that  that  alone  would 
be  conclusive.  I  cordially  assent,  if  my  assent  were  necessary, 
which  it  is  not,  to  the  remarks  made  by  Lord  Cranworth  in  the 
case  of  Taies  v.  Jack  (2).  I  think  it  is  no  answer  to  say,  because 
for  sampling  in  some  businesses  it  is  better  that  the  direct  rays  of 
the  sun  should  not  enter  into  the  room,  that  therefore  you  may 
deprive  a  man  of  the  blessing  and  comfort  of  the  entry  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  220.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  296. 
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direct  rays  of  the  sun.    If  he  does  not  like  the  sun  entering  when        M.  B. 
he  is  going  to  sample,  he  can  pull  down  his  blind,  or  otherwise        1875 
regulate  the  access  of  light.    There  are  other  times  of  the  day    Hackeit 
when  his  room  would  be  more  cheerful,  more  comfortable,  and       baiss. 
more  enjoyable  with  the  sunshine,  especially  in  a  city  like  London,       --^ 
where  we  do  not  see  quite  so  much  as  we  should  like  of  the  direct 
rays  of  the  sun.    That  is  no  answer  at  alL    It  is  not  conclusive 
upon  the  point,  and,  so  far  as  it  goes,  is  in  &your  of  the  Plaintiff. 
That  being  so,  I  shall  grant  an  injunction. 

It  is  a  very  serious  matter  to  decide  what  the  terms  of  it  ought 
to  be.  I  have  sent  for  the  order  in  Yates  y.  Jack  (1),  which  I 
haye  read.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  whole  subject-matter  in 
dispute  should  be  fought  out  in  a  most  inconvenient  and  disagree- 
able form  upon  a  formal  motion  to  commit  the  Defendants  for 
breach  of  the  injunction.  Nothing,  in  my  opinion,  can  be  more 
undesirable ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  impossible  for  the  Court 
to  say  beforehand  what  kind  of  building  would  obstruct  the  light. 
The  Defendants  may  wish  to  alter  their  plans,  and  if  they  do  so 
wish,  the  Court,  d  prioriy  cannot  say  whether  the  plans  when 
altered  will  or  will  not  be  objectionable  to  the  Plaintiff;  therefore 
in  that  case  the  Court  has  no  alternative. 

It  has,  therefore,  been  my  habit  to  ask  the  Defendant  what 
form  of  injunction  he  prefers ;  and  I  believe  in  every  case  the 
answer  has  been  the  same  as  Mr.  Chithf  has  given  to  day,  namely, 
that  he  prefers  an  order  which  tells  him  exactly  what  he  is  not  to 
do.  I  will  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from 
erecting  the  new  building  at  a  greater  height  than  46  feet  fix)m 
the  pavement  or  base  line.  This,  however,  is  not  to  prevent  the 
Defendants  from  making  a  sloping  roof  of  a  greater  height,  so 
long  as  the  angle  of  incidence  of  light  over  the  roof  to  the  centre 
of  the  ground-floor  windows  of  the  Plaintiff's  houses  does  not 
exceed  45°. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Olynes  &  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Niehohonj  Nicely  &  Co. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  295. 
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M.  B.  SMITH  V.  S3IITH. 

*^^  [1875    S.    83.] 

Ancient  Lights — Obscui*ation — Mandatory  Injunction — Damagtv    undtr  Lord 
Cairns*  Act  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  27) — Delay  and  Acquiescence. 

In  a  suit  by  the  owner  and  occupier  of  a  house  and  workshop  complaining 
of  the  obscuration  of  his  ancient  lights  by  the  Defendant  raising  a  low 
party  wall  distant  only  eight  feet  from  his  windows  to  a  height  of  twenty- 
six  feet : — 

Beldf  that  as  the  Plaintiff  had  not  lost  his  right  to  relief  by  delay  or 
acquiescence,  he  was  entitled  to  a  mandatory  injunction  for  the  removal  of 
the  additional  building. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  Court  will  grant  a  naandatory  injunc- 
tion instead  of  damages  under  Lord  Cairns*  Act  (fil  &  22  Vict.  c.  27) 
considered. 

XHE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  obtain  a  mandatory  injunction  for 
the  removal  of  a  building  >¥hichy  as  the  Plaintiff  alleged,  inter- 
fered with  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  his  house. 

The  Plaintiff's  house,  of  which  he  was  owner  and  occupier, 
and  where  he  carried  on  the  business  of  a  cabinet-maker  and 
upholsterer,  consisted  of  a  house,  workshop,  and  back  yard.  The 
kitchen  and  scullery  were  built  out  from  the  house  on  part  of  the 
back  yard,  and  over  these  was  a  story  consisting  of  two  rooms,  one 
of  which  was  the  workshop. 

The  Defendant's  house  adjoined  the  Plaintiff's,  and  their  re- 
spective back  yards  were  separated  by  a  party  wall,  the  height  of 
which  was  9  ft.  6  in.  before  the  erection  complained  of.  The 
windows  of  that  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  house  which  was  built  out 
on  his  back  yard  faced  the  party  wall,  and  were  distant  from  it 
about  eight  feet.  The  Plaintiff  claimed  to  have  had  the  enjoyment 
of  light  and  air  through  the  windows  of  his  house  since  1829.  In 
February,  1875,  the  Defendant  began  to  pull  down  part  of  his 
outbuildings.  On  the  1st  of  March  the  Plaintiff  first  observed  that 
he  was  removing  the  roof  from  his  kitchen.  On  the  11th  of 
March  the  Plaintiff  first  observed  that  he  was  raising  the  party,  wall, 
and  wrote  a  letter  of  complaint.  On  the  15th  of  March  his  solicitor 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  Defendant,  requiring  him  to  take  down  the 
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Mall,  which  had  been  raised  to  a  considerable  height.  On'  the  M.  R. 
16th  of  March  a  formal  notice  to  the  same  effect  was  served  on  1875 
the  Defendant.  The  Defendant,  however,  still  continued  his  smith 
building,  and  on  the  ITUi  of  March  it  was  raised  to  the  height  of  g^^^ 
26  ft.  8  in.  ' 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon,  on  the  19th  of  March,  filed  his  bill, 
alleging  that  the  Defendant's  building  had  darkened  his  rooms, 
especially  the  kitchen  and  scullery,  and  the  workshop,  which  was 
rendered  useless  for  the  work  of  a  cabinet-maker  and  upholsterer^ 
and  praying  that  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  by  injunction 
from  erecting  or  permitting  to  remain  erected  upon,  along,  or 
adjoining  the  said  party  wall,  any  erection  of  greater  height  than 
the  party  wall  stood  at  the  commencement  of  the  building ;  and 
also  praying  that  damages  might  be  awarded. 

The  Plaintiff  adduced  evidence  to  shew  that  the  rooms  facing 
the  party  wall  were  so  darkened  by  the  Defendant's  erection  that 
they  could  scarcely  be  used  except  by  gaslight ;  that  the  work- 
shop was  rendered  almost  useless  for  its  purpose ;  that  the  house 
had  become  almost  uninhabitable  ;  that  the  health  of  some  of  the 
inmates  had  been  affected ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff's  wife  and  children 
had  been  obliged  to  leave. 

An  interim  order  had  been  obtained  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer 
of  the  bill,  but  omitting  the  mandatory  order,  without  prejudice 
to  the  Defendant  so  far  completing  his  building  as  to  make  it 
wind  and  weather  proof,  but  no  further. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  and  the  main  defence  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant  was  that  the  Plaintiff^s  right  was  barred 
by  delay  and  acquiescence. 

Mr.  ChMy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  MiUar,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Bagshawe^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Whitehome,  for  the  Defendant : — 

We  do  not  deny  the  obscuration  of  the  Defendant's  light ;  the 
only  question  is  whether  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  Court  will 
grant  a  mandatory  injunction.  Assuming  that  a  case  has  been 
made  out  in  which,  before  Lord  Cairns'  Act,  the  Court  would  have 
granted  such  an  injunction,  we  submit  that  the  Plaintiff's  delay 
in  asserting  his  claims  is  a  bar  to  his  rights.  When  a  man  stands 
by  and  allows  another  to  spend  a  large  sum  of  money  on  a  building 


V. 

SiaTH. 


502  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  B. 

M.  B.  which  he  must  know  will  interfere  with  the  access  of  light  and  air, 
1875  the  Court  will  not  order  the  building  to  be  taken  down.  The 
Sifficra  remedy  is  an  extraordinary  one,  and  is  a  form  of  relief  only  granted 
under  special  circumstances,  which  do  not  exist  in  the  present 
case.  Since  Lord  Cairns^  Aet,  in  cases  where  it  would  be  a  real 
injury  to  the  Defendant  if  a  mandatory  injunction  were  granted, 
the  Court  will  award  damages  instead.  Here  the  Plaintiff  did  not 
at  once  commence  proceedings,  but  allowed  the  building  to  pro- 
ceed and  to  be  carried  to  a  great  height  before  proceedings  were 
taken.  We  submit,  therefore,  that  a  mandatory  injunction  should 
be  refused,  and  the  cause  referred  back  to  Chambers  for  damages 
to  be  assessed. 

[They  referred  to  Jessd  v.  Chaplin  (1) ;  City  of  London  Brewery 
Company  y.  Tennant  (2)  ;  Isenberff  v.  East  India  House  Estate  Com- 
pany (3) ;  Curriers^  Company  v.  Corbett  (4) ;  Ayndey  v.  Glover  (5).] 

Sib  G.  Jessbl,  M.K. : — 

The  present  case  has  been  argued  on  a  single  point.  It  was 
admitted  that,  looking  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Court 
would  have  granted  a  mandatory  injunction  before  Lord  Cairns^ 
Act;  but  it  was  contended  that,  haying  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
that  Act,  no  such  injunction  ought  to  be  granted,  but  that  an 
inquiry  as  to  damages  should  be  directed. 

I  will  first  consider  the  case  independently  of  the  Act  The 
house  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  FlaintifiT,  so  that  he  was  at 
once  owner  and  occupier,  a  point  considered  of  some  importance 
in  Currieril  Company  v.  Corhett,  The  injury  was  indisputable. 
The  height  of  the  old  wall  was  nine  feet,  that  of  the  new 
wall,  which  was  exactly,  opposite  to  some  of  the  Plaintiff's 
windows,  was  26  ft.  8  in.  According  to  the  Plaintiff's  state 
ment,  the  light  was  almost  entirely  obscured,  the  rooms  could 
scarcely  be  used  except  by  gaslight,  in  addition  to  wliich  he 
and  his  £Eunily  had  been  injured  in  health,  and  his  wife  and 
daughter  obliged  to  leave  the  house;  while  the  room  above 
the  kitchen,  which  he  used  as  a  workshop,  where  a  good  light  was 
required,  had  been  rendered  useless  for  that  purpose. 

I    (1)  2  Jur.  (KS.)  931.  (3)  3  D.  J.  &  S.  263. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  212.  (4)  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  355 ;  11  Jur.  (N.S.)  719. 

(5)  Uw  Rep.  18  Eq,  544. 
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« 

Upon  these  facts  I  should  have  been  surprised  if  it  had  been       ^  ^* 
said  that  there  was  no  ease  for  an  injunction.    But  it  was  said        ^^ 
that  there  were  circumstances  which  should  induce  the  Court  to       Smith 
stay  its  hand  from  issuing  a  mandatory  injunction,  and  to  give       Smith. 
damages  instead.    It  was  said  that  there  had  been  unwarrantable 
delay,  amounting  even  to  acquiescence,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff; 
but  the  answer  to  this  is  clear :  if  he  had  thus  lost  the  right  to  a 
mandatory  injunction,  he  had  also  lost  his  right  to  damages.    This 
is  no  reason  why  the  Court  should  reduce  the  greater  to  the  lesser 
remedy. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  the  Plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  any 
such  delay.  The  subject  has  been  recently  considered  by  Yice- 
Chancellor  HaU  in  the  case  of  Hoffff  y.  8coU  (1),  where  the 
authorities  are  summed  up  and  commented  on,  the  result  being 
that  where  a  person  had  a  legal  right,  it  could  be  destroyed  by  his 
acquiescence,  that  is,  if  he  stood  by  and  allowed  his  neighbours  to 
incur  expenditure  in  doing  what  he  knew  would  injure  his  pro- 
perty. One  point  for  consideration,  however,  has  always  been, 
whether  the  man  who  did  the  act  knew  that  he  would  do  the 
injury.  In  the  present  case  before  me  it  is  inconceivable  that  the 
Defendant  did  not  know  that  he  was  injuring  the  Plaintiff  most 
seriously.  I  must  therefore  assume,  sitting  as  a  jury,  that  he  did 
know,  and  must  have  known,  that  he  was  going  to  do  a  wrong. 
This  deprives  the  Defendant  of  one  ground  of  defence. 

But  that  is  not  all ;  in  a  case  where  acquiescence  is  alleged,  the 
Plaintiff  must  use  reasonable  diligence.  Here  the  Defendant 
began  pulling  down  in  February.  On  the  Ist  of  March  the 
Plaintiff,  who  had  received  no  communication  from  the  Defendant, 
discovered  workmen  taking  the  roof  off  the  Defendant's  kitchen. 

Now  the  law,  as  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Attometf-Oeneral  v. 
Leeds  Corporation  (2),  is  that,  where  a  man  has  a  right  to  do  a  thing, 
and  appears  to  be  doing  what  he  has  a  right  to  do,  you  must  not 
assume  that  he  is  going  to  use  his  right  for  an  unlawful  purpose. 
In  that  case  the  corporation  of  Leeds  were  authorized  to  construct 
sewers,  and  the  Court  considered  that  it  was  not  for  other  persons 
to  conclude  that  they  were  going  to  use  the  sewers  for  an  unlawful 
purpose.  So,  in  this  case,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  assume  that 
the  Defendant  would  not  exercise  his  rights  so  as  to  injure  him. 

(1)  Law  Rep,  18  Eq.  444.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  583. 
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M.  B.  On  the  11th  of  March  he  first  observed  that  the  Defendant  was 

1875  '   going  to  build  higher  than  the  original  height  of  the  party  walL 

^^^  [His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  progress  of  the  buildings,  and  to 

o  ^-  the  communications  addressed  to  the  Defendant  before  the  bill  was 

DMITH. 

—  filed,  which  was  on  the  19th  of  March,  and  considered  that  the 
Plaintiff  would,  under  the  circumstances,  have  been  entitled  to  & 
mandatory  injunction  before  Lord  Cairruf  Act,] 

As  to  mandatory  injunctions,  their  history  is  a  curious  one,  and 
may  account  for  some  of  the  expressions  used  by  the  Judges  in 
some  of  the  cases  cited.  At  one  time  it  was  supposed  that  the 
Court  would  not  issue  mandatory  injunctions  at  all.  At  a  more 
recent  period,  in  cases  of  nuisance,  a  mandatory  injunction  waa 
granted  under  the  form  of  restraining  the  Defendant  from  con- 
tinuing the  nuisance.  The  Court  seems  to  have  thought  that  there 
was  some  wonderful  virtue  in  that  form,  and  that  extra  caution  waa 
to  be  exercised  in  granting  it.  To  that  proposition  I  can  by  no 
means  assent.  Every  injunction  requires  to  be  granted  with  care  and 
caution,  and  I  do  not  know  what  is  meant  by  extraordinary  caution* 
Every  Judge  ought  to  exercise  care,  and  it  is  not  more  needed  in 
one  case  than  in  another. 

In  looking  at  the  reason  of  the  thing,  there  is  not  any  pretence 
for  such  a  distinction  as  was  supposed  to  exist  between  this  and 
other  forms  of  injunction.  If  a  man  is  gradually  fouling  a  stream 
with  sewage,  the  Court  never  has  any  hesitation  in  enjoining  him. 
What  difference  could  it  make  if  instead  of  fouling  it  day  by  day 
he  stopped  it  altogether  ?  In  granting  a  mandatory  injunction,  the 
Court  did  not  mean  that  the  man  injured  could  not  be  com* 
pensated  by  damages,  but  that  the  case  was  one  in  which  it  was 
difficult  to  assess  damages,  and  in  which,  if  it  were  not  granted, 
the  Defendant  would  be  allowed  practically  to  deprive  the  Plaintiff 
of  the  enjoyment  of  his  property  if  he  would  give  him  a  price  for 
it.  Where,  therefore,  money  could  not  adequately  reinstate  the 
person  injured,  the  Court  said,  as  in  cases  of  specific  performance, 
"  We  will  put  you  in  the  same  position  as  before  the  injury  was 
done."  When  once  the  principle  was  established,  why  should  it 
make  any  difference  that  the  wrong-doer  had  done  the  wrong,  or 
practically  done  it  before  the  bill  was  filed  ?  It  could  make  no 
difference  where  the  Plaintiff's  right  remained  and  had  not  beea 
lost  by  delay  or  acquiescence. 
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Then  what  difference  was  introduced  by  Lord  Cairns^  Adf       M.B.  • 
Before  the  Act  it  was  a  matter  of  right  to  obtain  the  injunction.        1875 
By  that  Act  the  Court  had  a  discretion  to  substitute  damages      smith 
where  it  thought  proper.    Now  this  discretion  must  be  a  judicial      gi^a. 

-discretion,  exercised  according  to  something  like  a  settled  rule,  and        

in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  the  Defendant  doing  a  wrongful  act^ 
and  thinking  that  he  could  pay  damages  for  it.  Without  laying 
•down  any  absolute  rule,  in  the  first  place  it  is  of  great  importance 
to  see  if  the  Defendant  knew  he  was  doing  wrong,  and  was  taking 
his  chance  about  being  disturbed  in  doing  it. 

The  next  point  for  consideration  is  the  materiality  of  the 
injury  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  stated  by  BramweU^  B.,  in  Jessd  v. 
Chaplin  (1),  but  that  alone  was  not  sufficient ;  aU  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  must  be  taken  into  consideration,  not  only  the 
iDJury  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  also  the  amount  which  has  been  laid  out 
ly  the  Defendant. 

In  the  present  case  the  injury  was  most  serious  to  the  Plaintiff, 
^nd  he  could  not  be  compensated  without  the  Defendant  buying 
the  house,  while  as  regards  the  Defendant  I  am  not  satisfied 
that  any  considerable  sum  has  been  laid  out  upon  his  buildings. 
Again,  the  Plaintiff  was  occupier  of  the  house,  so  that  it  was  a  per- 
sonal injury  to  him.  Taking  all  the  circumstances  together,  there- 
fore, I  think  I  have  no  right  to  say  that  the  Plaintiff  is  to  give  up  the 
house  and  take  pecuniary  compensation  for  it,  because  it  is  more 
convenient  to  the  Defendant.  I  shall  grant  a  mandatory  injunc- 
tion in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  prayer,  and,  following  the 
-order  made  in  Jessd  v.  Chaplin,  direct  that  it  is  not  to  operate  for 
two  months,  and  the  Defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

[By  consent  there  were  inserted  in  the  order  provisions  to  the 
-effect  that  in  case  of  any  dispute  as  to  whether  the  Defendant  had 
pulled  down  to  a  sufficient  extent,  the  question  should  be  referred 
to  Mr.  Headley  (a  surveyor),  including  the  costs  of  the  reference, 
and  that  the  Defendant  should  pay  £25  damages.] 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  BeUf  Brodrick,  dk  Chray, 
.agents  for  Mr.  T.  C.  M'Kenzie,  Sunderland^ 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Oliver  dk  Bottrdl. 

(1)  2  Jur.  (N,S.)  931. 
YOL.XX.  2  0  2 
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Jum  12,  21. 


M.  B  In  re  PELOTAS  COFFEE  COMPANY. 

1875 

KARUTH'S  CASE. 
Company —  Winding-up—-  Contributory — Director —  QuaJificatum. 

Where  the  holding  of  a  certain  number  of  shares  is  a  necessary  qualifica- 
tion for  a  directory  the  mere  acceptance  of  the  office  only  involyes  an  agree- 
ment to  have  the  qualifying  shares  within  a  reasonable  time  after  becoming 
director ;  and  if  a  person  accepting  the  office  retracts  the  acceptance  before  the- 
reasonable  time  for  acquiring  the  shares  has  expired,  and  without  having 
acted  as  director,  he  will  not  be  fixed  with  the  qualification  in  the  event  of 
the  company  being  afterwards  wound  up. 

K,  subscribed  the  memorandum  of  association  for  ten  shares ;  he  also  sub* 
scribed  the  articles,  which  provided  that  the  qualification  of  a  director  should 
be  the  holding  of  fifty  shares ;  that  K,  and  two  other  persons  named  should 
be  the  first  directors ;  and  that  the  office  of  a  director  should  be  vacated  if 
he  ceased  to  hold  the  prescribed  number  of  shares.  The  company  was  adver- 
tised to  the  public,  and  within  three  days  after  the  publication  of  the  pro* 
spectus,  in  which  iT.'s  name  appeared  in  the  list  of  directon,  K»  gave  notice 
in  writing  to  the  secretary  of  his  withdrawing  from  the  company  on  the 
ground  of  alleged  misrepresentations  made  to  him  by  the  promoter  as  to  its 
character  and  objects ;  and  he  never  acted  as  a  director,  nor  applied  for 
shares,  nor  were  any  shares  allotted  to  him.  The  company  was  ordered  to 
be  wound  up,  and  on  an  application  by  the  official  liquidator  to  place  K,  on 
the  list  of  contributories  for  fifty  shares,  including  the  ten  shares  for  which 
be  signed  the  memorandum  : — 

Htldf  under  the  circumstances,  that  K.^s  name  must  be  placed  on  the  list 
for  the  ten  shares  only. 


T 


HIS  was  an  adjourned  summoBs  that  the  name  of  Frank  Osear 
Karuth  might  be  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories  of  the  Pdota^ 
Coffee  Company,  Limited,  now  in  liquidation,  in  respect  of  fifty 
shares,  being  the  number  which  constituted  the  qualification  of  a 
director. 

The  company  was  incorporated  in  April,  1873,  with  a  capital  of 
£50,000,  in  10,000  shares  of  £5  each.  Karuth  was  one  of  the 
seven  subscribers  to  the  memorandum  of  association,  and  he  sub- 
scribed it  for  ten  shares.  .  He  also  subscribed  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation, which  were  duly  registeredi  and  provided,  that  the  qualifi* 
cation  of  a  director  should  be  the  holding  of  not  less  than  fifty 
sliares  in  the  capital  of  the  company ;  that  Sir  James  RandoU 
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McLcienzie,  Bart.,  Frank  Osca^'  Kartdh^  and  JuliuB  Liebert,  should       H.  R. 
be  the  first  directors  of  the  company;  and  that  the  office  of  a       1875 
director  should  be  vacated  if  he  ceased  to  hold  the  prescribed    karuth'b 
number  of  shares.  ^^"' 

The  company  was  first  advertised  to  the  public  in  the  beginning 
of  May,  1873,  and  on  the  third  day  after  the  publication  of  the 
prospectus,  in  which  KaruWs  name  appeared  as  a  member  of  the 
board  of  directors,  Karuth  gave  notice  in  writing  to  the  secretary 
of  his  withdrawing  from  any  connection  with  the  company,  stating 
in  the  notice  that  his  reason  for  withdrawing  from  the  company 
was  that  he  had  discovered  that  Jidius  lAAerly  the  promoter,  had 
grossly  misrepresented  to  him  its  nature  and  objects;  and  he 
swore  that  he  had  no  further  communication  on  the  subject  of  the 
company  or  its  affidrs  until  receipt  of  a  notice  from  the  official 
liquidator,  dated  the  11th  of  November,  1874,  stating  that  an 
appointment  had  been  made  to  settle  the  list  of  contributories. 
He  never  consented,  he  said,  to  the  insertion  of  his  name  as  a 
director  in  the  prospectus,  and  his  name  was  inserted  in  it  without 
his  knowledge  or  sanction ;  he  never  attended  any  board  meetings, 
and  he  never  applied  for  or  agreed  to  take  any  shares,  save  the 
ten  shares  for  which  he  signed  the  memorandum  of  association, 
and  none  were  ever  allotted  to  him.  In  fact,  no  allotment  of 
shares  ever  took  place,  the  company  having  been  unsuccessful 
from  its  commencement.  His  signature  did  not  appear  in  the 
directors'  attendance  book,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  he  ever 
acted  as  a  director. 

Mr.  Fischer^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  SorUm  Smith,  for  the  official  liqui- 
dator : — 

It  is  submitted  that  KanUh  is  liable  for  the  qualification 
number  of  shares,  including  the  ten  shares  for  which  he  signed 
the  memorandum.  Oreen^s  Case  (1),  which  was  very  like  the 
present  case  in  many  respects,  is  distinguishable  on  the  ground  that 
Karuth  signed  the  articles,  whereby  he  agreed  to  become  a  director. 
The  other  side  will  probably  rely  on  the  Marquis  of  AhercorrCs 
Case  (2),  but  in  that  case  the  taking  of  shares  was  not,  as  here,  a 
necessary  part  of  the  qualification  of  a  director,  and  it  is  inconsis- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  428.  (2)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  78. 

2  0  2  2 
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M.  B,      tent  with  the  later  cases.    KtneaicCs  Case  (1),  which  was  followed 

1875        by  your  Honour  in  Forbes'  Cass  (2),  LevioVs  Case  (3)^  and  Sidnet^s 

Earuth's    (^^  (^)»  ^^  authorities  in  our  favour.    Leekes  Case  (5)  shews 

2f^       that  a  man  who  has  agreed  to  become  a  director  must  be  taken  to 

have  accepted  the  share-qualification. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — After  BrowtCs  Case  (6),  Leekes 
Case  can  only  be  supported  on  the  theory  that  Admiral  Leeke  had 
notice  of  shares  being  allotted,  and  acted  as  director  after  such 
notice.] 

HarwarcCs  Case  (7)  shews  that  notice  of  allotment,  in  the  case 
of  a  director,  is  not  essential.  In  Curriers  Case  (8)  the  subscribers 
of  the  memorandum  were  fixed  with  the  qualification,  it  being 
provided  by  the  articles,  which  they  had  agreed  to  execute,  that 
they  should  act  as  directors  until  others  had  been  appointed,  which 
event  never  happened.  The  principle  is,  that  a  man  who  has 
signed  the  articles  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  he  has  not  had 
notice  of  their  contents. 

In  Stock's  Case  (9)  and  Forbes'  Case  (10)  the  clause  in  the  articles 
with  reference  to  qualification  did  not  apply  to  persons  named  as 
directors  in  the  articles ;  but  that  is  not  the  case  here. 

Mr.  P.  B.  Abraham^  for  KaruOt^  was  not  called  on. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.K. : — 

The  principle  is  clear,  that  no  man  can  be  a  contributory  of  a 
company  that  is  ordered  to  be  wound]  up  unless  he  be  an  actual 
shareholder,  or  have  agreed  to  take  shares  in  the  company.  It  is 
admitted  that  Mr.  Ka/ruth  was  not  an  actual  holder  of  fifty  shares. 
A  man  who  has  agreed  to  take  shares  in  a  company  may  have  agreed 
to  take  existing  shares  from  a  shareholder,  or  unallotted  shares  from 
the  company.  The  question  is,  whether  Mr.  Earuth  has  agreed  to 
take  fifty  unallotted  shares  from  this  company.     The  burden  of 

(1)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  192.  (6)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  102. 

(2)  Ibid.  19  Eq.  353.  (7)  Ibid.  13  Eq.  30. 

(3)  40  L.  J.  (Ch.)  180.  (8)  3  D.  J.  &  S.  367 ;  S.  C.  32  L.  J. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  228.  (Ch.)  421. 

(5)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  469.  (9)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  426. 

(10)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  768. 
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shewing  that  he  has  so  agreed  lies  on  the  official  liquidator,  since  M.  B. 
Mr.  Karuth's  name  is  not  on  the  register.  The  liquidator  seeks  to  1875 
prove  his  case  in  this  way :  He  produces  the  memorandum  of  EARrrH's 
association  with  Mr.  KartUh*s  signature,  by  which  Mr.  EartUh  2l!f' 
agreed  to  take  ten  shares  only  in  the  company,  and  he  alleges  that 
it  appears  by  a  document  of  even  date,  namely,  the  articles  of 
association,  which  are  also  signed  by  Mr.  KaruUhy  that  Mr.  Karuth 
is  liable  for  another  forty  shares.  Now  in  order  to  succeed,  the 
liquidator  must  shew  an  agreement  on  Mr.  KarviVs  part  to  take 
those  forty  shares.  This  he  attempts  to  do  by  having  recourse  to 
the  articles,  which  say  in  effect  that  the  qualification  of  a  director 
shall  be  the  holding  of  fifty  shares ;  that  Mr.  Karuth  shall  be  one 
of  the  first  directors ;  and  that  the  office  of  a  director  shall  be 
vacated  if  he  ceases  to  hold  the  prescribed  number  of  shares.  Now 
the  words  ''  if  he  ceases  to  hold  "  imply  that  he  already  holds  the 
prescribed  number  of  shares.  So  that  we  come  back  to  the  ques- 
tion which  I  had  occasion  to  consider  in  Forbes^  Case  (1),  whether 
the  qualification  clause  is  intended  to  apply  to  the  first  directors  of 
the  compcmy.  It  is  impossible  that  the  man  who,  by  signing 
the  memorandum  of  association  for  ten  shares,  has  agreed  to  take 
that  number  of  shares  only,  can  acquire  the  greater  number  of 
shares  required  for  a  qualification  except  by  some  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding ;  so  that  the  qualification  clause  cannot  apply  to  a  first 
director,  at  least  until  he  has  had  a  reasonable  time  for  acquiring 
the  necessary  number  of  shares.  I  respectfully  assent  to  the  remark 
of  Lord  Justice  Mdlish  in  BrowrCs  Com  (2),  that  the  expression 
that  he  must  be  qualified  by  holding  so  many  shares  does  not 
oblige  him  to  take  shares  from  the  company.  In  the  ease  of  an 
old  company,  where  all  the  shares  are  allotted,  he  certainly  cannot, 
but  must  acquire  shares  the  best  way  he  can ;  and  I  think  there  is 
good  ground  for  holding  that  becoming  a  director  only  involves 
an  agreement  to  have  the  qualifying  shares  within  a  reasonable 
time.  In  my  opinion  a  reasonable  time  had  not  elapsed  in  this 
case.  Mr.  Karuih  never  attended  any  board  meeting  or  took  part 
in  the  management  of  the  concern,  and  within  three  days  after  the 
publication  of  the  prospectus  he  withdrew  from  the  company  before 
any  allotment  of  shares  could  have  been  made  to  him.    Beading 

(1)  Law  Bep.  19  Eq.  353.  Qi)  Law  Bep.  9  Ch.  102. 
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M.  B.      the  articles  to  mean  that  a  man  shall  qualify  himself  within  a 

1875       reasonable  time  after  becoming  a  director,  I  think  that  a  reasonable 

Eabhth's    ^^^3  bftd  not  elapsed  in  this  case ;  and  I  should  find  no  di£Blculty 

^^^       in  so  deciding  but  for  some  of  the  decisions  to  which  my  attention 

has  been  called. 

Curriers  Case  (1)  is  difficult  to  understand.  The  &cts  were,  that 
prior  to  the  formation  of  the  company  the  proyisional  directors 
had  agreed  each  to  take  100  shares  in  the  company  and  to  execute 
the  articles  and  memorandum  of  association  when  ready,  and  to  act 
as  directors  of  the  company ;  and  the  articles  provided  that  the 
subscribers  of  the  memorandum  should  be  deemed  to  be  directors 
until  others  were  appointed,  and  that  each  director  should  hold  at 
least  100  shares.  The  decision  was,  that  it  having  been  the  duty 
of  the  provisional  directors  themselves  to  appoint  directors,  and 
default  having  been  made  by  them  in  so  appointing,  they  must  be 
considered  in  equity  to  have  appointed  themselves  and  to  be 
chargeable  accordingly,  with  the  result  that  they  were  liable  to  be 
put  upon  the  list  of  contributories  for  their  respective  qualification 
shares.  I  gather  from  the  reports  of  the  case,  especially  from  the 
report  in  the  Law  Jourwdy  that  those  gentlemen  had  acted  as 
directors.  That  must  have  been  the  case,  for  the  mere  omission  on 
their  part  to  appoint  directors  could  not  alone  have  made  them 
chargeable  as  directors.  I  have  always  thought  the  ground  of 
that  decision  to  be  the  express  agreement  on  their  part  prior  to 
the  formation  of  the  company,  to  take  100  shares  each.  Be  that 
as  it  may/^  assuming  them  to  have  acted  as  directors,  it  is  quite 
clear  that  a  reasonable  time  for  qualifying  themselves  had  elapsed 
before  the  winding-up. 

[His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  judgments  in  Forbei  Case  (2) 
and  Brown's  Case  (3),  and  continued : — ] 

These  cases  establish  that  it  is  sufficient  if  a  person  who  becomes 
a  director  possesses  himself  of  the  necessary  number  of  shares 
before  he  act&  Here  Mr.  KanUh  has  not  acted ;  and  the  con- 
clusion I  come  to  on  the  authorities  is,  that  the  mere  acceptance 
of  the  office  of  director  does  not  make  a  mi^i  a  shareholder  in 
respect  of  the  number  of  shares  necessary  to  qualify  him ;  but  the 

(1)  8  D.  J.  &  S.  367  ;  S.  C.  32  L.  J.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  768. 

(Ch.)  421.  (3)  Ibid.  9  Ch.  102. 
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lusoeptance  of  the  ofiSce  and  the  acting  as  a  director  will  be  taken  H.  B. 

as  an  implied  agreement  on  his  part  to  qualify  himself  within  a  1875 

reasoDable  time ;  and  he  will  not  be  allowed  afterwards  to  con-  Earidtu's 

tradict  his  own  conduct    I  do  not  think  the  authorities  prevent  .  ^^"' 
me  from  holding  that  Mr.  Karuth  is  a  contributory  in  respect  of 
the  ten  shares  only  for  which  he  signed  the. memorandum. 

Solicitors  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Messrs.  Paddmh,  Son^ 
4&TUUy. 

Solicitor  for  Mr.  Karufh :  Mr.  J.  C.  CampbelL 


SMITH  V.  PETERS.  M.R. 

E1875    S.    146.]  1^5 


Vendor  and  Fur€h(i$er — Agreemeni/or  SaJe  of  Fixtureg  at  VaiwUion  by  Person 
named — Specifio  Ferformance — Interlocutory  Application  —  Mandatory 
Order, 

Where  an  agreement  has  been  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  a  house  at  a 
fixed  price,  and  of  the  fixtures  and  furniture  therein  at  a  valuation  by  a 
person  named  by  both  parties,  and  he  imdertakes  the  valuation,  but  if 
refused  permission  by  the  vendor  to  enter  the  premises  for  that  purpose,  the 
Court  will  make  a  mandatory  order  to  compel  the  vendor  to  allow  the  entry 
to  enable  the  valuation  to  proceed. 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  make  any  interlocutory  order  which  is 
reasonably  asked  as  ancillary  to  the  administration  of  justice  at  the  hearing. 

IHIS  was  a  motion  made  in  a  suit  for  the  speciBc  performance 
of  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  Defendant,  MUes  Peters^  a 
licensed  victualler,  and  owner  of  a  leasehold  public-house  known 
as  Ttie  Tarkshire  Stingo  Tavern,  for  the  assignment  to  the  Plaintiff 
•of  the  said  premises,  and  of  the  good  will  of  the  business  there 
<sarried  on. 

By  the  agreement,  dated  the  26th  of  April,  1875,  and  signed 
by  the  Defendant,  the  vendor,  and  the  purchaser,  who  was  agent 
for  the  Plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  £500  deposit  money,  and  the 
further  sum  of  £10,200,  the  Defendant  agreed  to  assign  to  the 
purchaser  the  lease  of  the  said  premises  and  the  goodwill  thereof, 
and  the  purchaser  agreed  to  purchase,  at  a  fair  valuation  to  be 
made  by  Mr.  Lound,  who  was  nominated  by  the  parties  thereto. 


June  24* 
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M.  B.      such  part  of  the  household  furniture,  fixtures,  and  other  effects 

1875       then  on  the  premises  as  the  Defendant  might  have  a  right  to  sell. 

Smith  The  bill  alleged  that  Mr.  Lovmd  and  his  clerks  had,  in  pursuance 

Petebs.     ^^  ^^  agreement,  commenced  taking  the  inventory,  but  that  the 

—  Defendant  refused  to  permit  him  to  complete  it,  or  to  proceed 
with  his  valuation,  intimating  that  he  did  not  intend  to  complete 
the  agreement. 

The  bill  was  accordingly  filed  on  the  4th  of  June,  praying  that 
the  agreement  might  be  specifically  performed,  and  that  the 
Defendant  might  be  ordered  to  permit  Lound  at  all  seasonable 
times  to  enter  into  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  and 
making  an  inventory  of  the  said  furniture,  fixtures,  and  other 
effects. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  for  an  interim 
order  on  the  Defendant  to  permit  the  said  John  Lound,  or  his 
clerks,  at  all  seasonable  times,  and  on  proper  notice  being  given,, 
to  enter  upon  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  and 
making  the  said  inventory.  Evidence  was  adduced  in  support  of 
the  Plaintiff's  case,  but  no  affidavit  was  filed  by  the  Defendant  ia 
reply. 

Mr.  ChiUy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Daniel  Jones,  for  the  Plaintiff,  in 
support  of  the  motion,  cited  Kynaston  v.  East  India  Company  (1). 

Mr.  WatteTy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Beffff,  for  the  Defendant,  contended 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  make  a  man- 
datory order  of  this  nature  on  an  interlocutory  application  before 
the  hearing  of  the  cause.  In  this  case  there  was  only  an  incom- 
plete contract,  which  the  Court  could  not  compel  the  Defendant 
specifically  to  perform :  MUnes  v.  Oery  (2) ;  Barley  v.  Whitaker  (3) ; 
Ja^kaon  v.  Jackson  (4) ;  Richardson  v.  8miA  (5) ;  Clarke  v.  Mack^ 
iniosh  (6). 

Mr.  Chitty,  in  reply,  referred  to  Viokers  v.  Yickers  (7). 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.E.  : — 
The  first  question  that  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  this  appli- 

(1)  3  Sw.  248.  (4)  1  Sm.  &  Giff.  184. 

(2)  14  Ves.  400.  (6)  Law  R«p.  5  Ch.  648. 
;*  (3)  4  Drew.  134.                                  (6)  4  Giflf.  184. 

(7)  Law  Bep.  4  £q.  529. 
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cation  is  Id  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  Court.    I  have  no       M.  B. 
hesitation  in  saying  that  there  is  no  limit  to  the  practice  of  the       1875 
Court  with  regard  to  interlocutory  applications  so  far  as  they  are      smtth 
necessary  and  reasonable  applications  ancillary  to  the  due  per-     p^^^ 

formance  of  its  functions,  namely,  the  administration  of  justice  at       

the  hearing  of  the  cause.  I  know  of  no  other  limit.  Whether 
they  are  or  are  not  to  be  granted  must  of  course  depend  upon  the 
special  circumstances  of  the  case.  But  if  authority  were  wanting 
for  my  guidance  in  this  matter — ^and  I  think  the  principle  is  so 
clear  that  authority  is  not  wanting — I  might  refer  to  the  case 
which  has  been  mentioned  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel,  of  Kynaston 
y.  East  India  Company  (1),  which  was  an  application  in  a  tithe 
suit  to  inspect  the  Defendant's  house  before  the  hearing,  in  order 
to  ascertain  its  value.  The  object  in  ascertaining  its  value  would 
be  to  make  a  decree  against  the  Defendant  at  the  hearing.  Here 
the  object  of  ascertaining  the  value  is  also  to  make  a  decree 
against  the  Defendant  at  the  hearing.  What  does  Lord  Eldon  say  ? 
''  I  have  found  no  case  in  pointy  but  on  principle  I  think  the 
Court  has  authority."  Therefore,  in  deciding  the  question  of 
practice,  he  only  looked  at  the  principle.  That  is  what  I  am 
going  to  do. 

In  the  present  case  there  was  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  a 
public-house,  and  the  fixtures,  furniture,  and  other  effects.  There 
is  no  evidence  that  the  value  of  the  fixtures  and  furniture  was  so 
large  as  to  be  an  essential  portion  of  the  -contract.  It  was 
agreed  that  such  part  of  the  household  furniture,  fixtures,  and 
other  effects  as  the  Defendant  could  dispose  of  should  be  taken  at 
a  valuation  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Loumd,  who  is  a  valuer  appointed 
by  both  parties  If  this  were  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  Mr.  Lotmd 
being  ready  to  make  the  valuation,  I  see  no  reason  why  a  decree 
for  specific  performance  should  not  be  made,  and  the  subsidiary 
matter,  namely,  the  completion  of  the  valuation,  be  proceeded 
with  afterwards.  The  contract  could  then  be  completed  within 
sufiicient  time. 

The  Defendant  has  adduced  no  evidence  in  defence  of  his  con- 
duct; he  has  obstructed  Mr.  Lound  in  the  performance  of  the 
duty  which  he  has  agreed  that  he  should  perform.  Can  it  be 
tolerated,  in  a  country  in  which  violence  is  not  allowed,  in  which 

(1)  3  Sw.  248. 
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M.  B.       Mr.  Lound  and  his  clerks  would  not  be  permitted  to  force  an 
1875       entry,  although  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement,  that  a  Court  of 

Suite      justice  shall  say  no  provision  can  be  found  for  such  a  case,  and 
Peters.      ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  permitted  to  a  Defendant  to  say,  '^Although 

I  have  sold  this  furniture  and  fixtures  at  a  valuation  to  be  made 

by  Mr.  Lound^  a  valuer  of  my  own  choice,  I  will  at  my  will  and 
pleasure  obstruct  Mr.  Laund  in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  and 
prevent  his  completing  the  valuation  which  I  have  already  con- 
tracted he  shall  make "  ?  I  do  not  believe  it  to  be  the  law  of 
this  Court,  and  I  do  not  believe  it  will  ever  be  so  decided. 

Again,  if  authority  be  wanting  to  confirm  what  I  have  said,  I 
think  there  is  such  authority  to  be  found  in  the  case  of  Viekers 
V.  Viekers  (1).  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  V.C,  says  this :  "  The  Court 
has  adopted  this  principle  ** — that  is,  the  principle  of  not  enforcing 
sales  by  valuation  to  be  made — *^  (I  am  not  sure  that  it  has  not 
extended  it)  from  the  civil  law  as  stated  in  the  Code  of  Jwtiniany 
who  seems  to  have  taken  great  pride  in  having  decided  a  point, 
which  he  said  was  a  knotty  point,  and  had  occasioned  great  con- 
troversy among  lawyers,  namely,  if  a  given  man  is  to  name  the 
price,  whether  that  is  to  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  the  arbi^ 
trium  honi  viri.  The  Emperor  Justinian  (Inst.  3,  24,  1 ;  Cod.  4, 
38, 15)  determined  that  if  Titius  be  unable  or  unwilling  to  name 
the  price,  the  sale  is  null.  But  he  does  not  say  that  if  one  of  the 
parties  to  such  an  engagement  were  to  throw  any  obstacle  in  the 
way  and  avail  himself  of  what,  in  ordinary  cases,  we  should  cail 
his  own  wrong,  the  Court  would  still  hold  the  same  view,  and  that 
a  substitution  could  not  be  made  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the 
bona  fides  of  the  contract."  When  he  says  **he  does  not  say,"  I 
consider  the  learned  Vice-Chancellor  to  have  meant  that  he  would 
so  have  decided.  Certainly  I  shall  so  decide,  and  order  that  Lound 
be  permitted  to  enter  the  premises  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in 
the  notice  of  motion  on  giving  twenty-four  hours'  notice,  the  in- 
spection to  be  limited  to  two  working  days  between  the  hours  of 
ten  and  six. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  StUeman  &  Neaie. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant:   Messrs.  Maekeson^    Taylor^  dt 
Arnotdd. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq,  535. 
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MIDDLETON  v.  POLLOCK.  M.  r 

[1873    M.    204.]  ^^^ 

Em  parte  KNIGHT  AND  KAYMOND. 

EqaiUMe  Set-off-^Debt  to  JoifU  CredUors  contracted  by  Frauds  Separate  DM 

due  from  one  of  Joint  Creditors, 

There  ia  no  rule  that  a  debt  due  to  joint  creditors,  which  has  been  con- 
tracted by  fraud,  can  be  set  off  against  a  separate  debt  due  from  one  of  the 
joint  creditors. 

Ex  parte  Stephens  (1)  and  VuUiamy  v.  Noble  (2)  explained. 

P.,  the  solicitor  of  JT.  and  B.  (who  were  trustees  of  a  marriage  settlement), 
TSceiTed  on  their  behalf  the  sum  of  £4000,  and  represented  that  he  had 
invested  the  whole  of  it  on  mortgage.  He  did  invest  on  mortgage  two  sums 
of  £2200  and  £850,  part  thereof;  but  he  never  invested  the  balance  of  £950. 
The  debt  of  £2200  was  (with  the  knowledge  of  JT.  and  B.)  paid  o£r  and 
received  by  P.,  and  retained  by  him  for  reinvestment ;  but  no  reinvestment 
was  ever  made.    P.  died  insolvent : — 

Eeld^  that  neither  of  the  sums  of  £2200  and  £950  due  from  his  estate 
could  be  set  off  against  a  separate  debt  due  to  the  estate  from  K» 

XHIS  was  a  creditor's  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of 
Alfred  Atkinson  PoUocky  a  solicitor,  who  died  on  the  10th  of 
August,  1873.    His  estate  had  proved  to  be  insolvent. 

Mr.  PoBoek  acted  as  solicitor  for  Messrs.  Oharles  Baleigh  Kniffhi 
and  Oeorge  Baymond,  the  trostees  of  a  settlement  made  on  the 
marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Spring.  Part  of  the  trust  property 
consisted  of  a  sum  of  £10,000  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  certain 
real  estate  belonging  to  Mr.  Spring. 

In- 1867  Mr.  Spring  sold  this  estate,  and  it  was  arranged  that 
tlie  mortgage  debt  of  £10,000  should  be  paid  off  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale,  and  should  be  received  by  Mr.  Pollock  on  behalf  of 
the  trustees ;  and  he  accordingly  received  that  sum  on  the  31st  of 
December,  1867.  He  afterwards  represented  that  be  had,  on  the 
29th  of  January,  1868,  advanced  £4000,  part  of  that  sum,  to  a  Mr. 
Bahbits,  a  builder,  on  the  security  of  a  mortgage  of  property  at 
Sutton. 

It  now  appeared  no  mortgage  was  given  until  the  19th  of 

(1)  11  Yes.  24.  (2)  3  Mer.  593. 
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M.B.      August,  1868,   on  which  day  Babhtts   executed  two  mortgages 

1875       to  Messrs.  Knight  and  Baynumd,  one  for  securing  £850,  and 

Mtddleton    *^®  other  for  securing  £2200.    The  remaining  £950  was  never 

p   ^-         advanced  to  BdbbUa  at  all,  nor  was  any  mortgage  given  for  it ;  bat 

Pollock,  in  his  books,  debited  Babbits  with  £4000,  and  credited 

Knig^  and  him  from  time  to  time  with  the  interest  of  £950. 

In  December,  1872,  Pdlock  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Knight,  stating 
that  the  property  on  which  the  sum  of  £2200  lent  to  Mr.  Babbits 
was  secured  had  been  sold,  that  he  would  readily  be  able  to  obtain 
another  security  for  £2200,  and  that  Mr.  Babbits  would  still 
remain  liable  for  the  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on  the  £2200  until  a 
new  security  was  found.  Mr.  Knight,  upon  the  representations 
contained  in  this  letter  (although  he  had  believed  that  the  £4000 
had  been  advanced  in  one  sum),  executed  a  reconveyance  of  the 
property ;  and  Mr.  Baymond  afterwards  did  the  same.  Pollock 
received  the  £2200  when  paid  off,  but  never  made  any  reinvest- 
ment thereof. 

From  June,  1868,  down  to  June,  1873,  PoUock  regularly  paid 
to  Mr.  Spring  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on  the  £4000,  but  at  his 
death  the  only  security  for  any  part  of  the  trust  fund  which  was 
found  to  be  forthcoming  was  the  mortgage  for  £850. 

Mr.  Knight  was  at  the  time  of  PoUock^s  death  indebted  to  him 
in  the  sum  of  £2014  Is.  5(2.  in  respect  of  payments  which  had  been 
made  by  Pollock  on  Mr.  KnigMs  behalf.  A  summons  was  taken 
out  in  the  suit  by  Messrs.  Knight  and  Baymond,  asking  that  Mr. 
Knight  might  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  amount  due  from  him 
to  PofkcUs  estate  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  sum  of  £3150  found 
due  from  his  estate  to  Messrs.  Knight  and  BoAjVMmi  as  trustees  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Spring's  marriage  settlement  This  summons  was 
adjourned  into  Court,  and  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wolslenholme,  for  Messrs.  Knight 
and  Baymond : — 

Where  a  debtor,  by  fraudulent  conduct,  prevents  a  party  from 
making  a  claim  to  which  he  is  justly  entitled,  equity  allows  that 
party  a  right  of  set-off,  even  of  a  debt  owing  by  him  jointly  with 
another  person :  Ex  parte  Stephens  (1) ;  Vi/dUamy  v.  Ncble  (2) ; 

(1)  11  Ves.  24.  (2)  3  Mer.  693,  621. 
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Ex  parte  Hanson  (1).    Here  Pdloek  fiedsely  represented  to  Messrs.       m.  b. 
Knight  and  Baymond  that  the  trust  fund  belonging  to  them  was       1875 
invested  on  mortgage ;  hj  those  representations  they  were  pre-  middletoic 
vented  from  taking  any  proceedings  against  PoUoek,  and  his  repre-    yq^Jq^jt 

sentative  cannot  sne  Knight  without  allowing  a  set-off  in  respect       

of  the  debt  due  to  him  and  Baymond  jointly.  If  in  the  lifetime  Kniort  and 
of  PoUock,  Knight  had  discovered  the  true  state  of  facts,  he  might  ^^^^^"' 
have  appropriated  the  debt  due  from  him  to  the  £3150  due  to 
the  trust  estate,  or  he  might,  by  investing  £4000  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  his  co-trustee,  have  acquired  the  right  to 
sue  PoUoek  ;  and  the  cases  cited  shew  that  it  makes  no  difference 
that  he  has  not  made  such  an  investment,  if  (as  was  the  case)  he 
was  prevented  from  discovering  the  truth  by  PdhcVs  misrepre- 
sentations. 

Mr.  Fry^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bomer^  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Mr.  W,  Barber,  for  the  Defendant. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R. : — 

This  case  divides  itself  into  two  distinct  portions,  with  which  I 
will  deal  separately.  The  whole  sum  of  £4000  was  represented  by 
Mr.  PoUoek  as  having  been  advanced  to  Mr.  Babbits  on  mortgage. 
This  was  not  the  case  as  to  £950 ;  but  the  balance  was  advanced 
to  Mr.  Babbits.  Of  that  balance  £2200  was  paid  off,  and  Mr.  PoUoek 
was  allowed  to  retain  that  sum  with  a  view  of  finding  another 
investment.  I  cannot  see  the  slightest  claim  in  respect  of  the 
£2200,  and  that  portion  of  the  case  may  be  dismissed  altogether. 
As  regards  that  sum,  there  was  no  fraud :  it  was  advanced,  it  was 
paid  off,  and  the  trustees  knew  of  it. 

The  real  question  is  as  to  the  £950,  which  Mr.  PoUoek  seems  to 
have  dealt  with  in  this  way.  He  seems  to  have  arranged  with 
Mr.  Babbits  to  make  an  advance  of  the  whole  £4000,  but  Mr. 
Babbits,  who  was  building  some  houses,  had  not  got  the  security 
ready,  and  therefore,  instead  of  telling  his  clients  that  he  had  not 
advanced  £950,  he  debited  Mr.  Babbits  in  his  book  with  £4000 
advanced  on  mortgage,  and  credited  him  with  interest  on  the  £950. 

(1)  12  Ves.  346  ;  18  Ves.  232. 
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H.  B.      This  was  a  wholly  irregular  transaction ;  but,  although  I  much 

1875        regret  to  say  that  in  other  cases  I  have  not  been  able  to  exonerate 

MiDmjBToir   ^^'  Pollock  from  intentional  fraud,  in  this  case  I  do  not  think 

p    ^-         there  was  intentional  fraud  on  his  part,  although  the  legal  con* 

sequences  may  be  the  same.    It  is  clear  he  represented  to  his 

Enio^and  clients  that  the  whole  sum  was  really  invested  on  mortgage  when 
KAYMOKP.  ||.  ^^  ^^^^  j^j  ^  ^YiQ  clients  deny  they  had  notice  to  the  con- 
trary, I  must  take  it  they  were  kept  in  ignorance  of  the  real 
nature  of  the  transaction.  Whatever  Mr.  PoUocVs  motives  may 
have  been,  the  £950  remained  in  his  hands  in  consequence  of 
misrepresentations  by  him  which  would  entitle  the  clients  to  say 
the  debt  was  incurred,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  by  fraud. 

The  question  I  have  to  consider  is  whether  that  entitles  the 
clients  to  say  that  that  sum  of  £950  shall  be  set  off  against  a  .sum 
of  £2014  due  from  Kniffht,  one  of  the  trustees,  in  respect  of  an 
advance  to  him  on  his  own  private  individual  account. 

Now,  in  the  first  place.  Pollock  had  notice  of  the  trust;  he, 
therefore,  knew  that  he  could  not  properly  pay  £950,  part  of  the 
trust  fund,  to  Knight  alone,  passing  over  the  other  trustee.  Con- 
sequently it  is  impossible  to  appropriate  £950,  part  of  the  £2014, 
as  payment  to  Knight  on  account  of  Knight  and  Baymondl  Pay- 
ment is  out  of  the  question.  But  it  was  said  that  inasmuch  as 
the  debt  of  £950  was  contracted  by  fraud,  that  Knight  would 
have  a  right  to  say,  **  If  I  had  known  the  truth  of  the  case  I 
would  have  appropriated  part  of  the  £2014  to  make  good  the 
£950."  I  am  not  aware  of  any  such  right.  As  far  as  I  know,  all 
that  could  have  been  done  would  have  been  for  Knight  and  Bay- 
mond  to  sue  Mr.  Pollock  to  recover  that  money.  1  do  not  know 
of  any  right  to  set  off  as  against  the  joint  demand  the  several 
debt  of  one  of  the  joint  creditors.  There  is  no  such  set-off  either 
in  law  or  equity. 

But  then  it  was  said  that  there  is  authority  to  shew  that  if  the 
debt  sought  to  be  set  off  was  contracted  by  fraud  a  different  rule 
prevails;  that,  although  the  separate  debt  of  one  of  the  joint 
creditors  was  not  contracted  by  fraud  you  can  set  off  that  against 
the  debt  of  the  joint  creditors  which  was  contracted  by  fraud.  It 
is  difficult  to  see  on  principle  how  you  can  be  in  a  better  position 
than  if  you  had  known  the  facts;  and  if  the  facts  had  been 


V. 
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known,  there  could  be  no  such  setroffl  The  decisions  of  Lord  M.B. 
Eldon  on  tlie  subject  do  not  bear  oat  the  proposition  at  all.  Ex  i875 
parte  Stephens  (1)  was  the  first  case.  The  facts  of  that  case  are  hiddlvtok 
very  plain.  CadeU  and  Powell  were  bankers.  Miss  Stephens  was 
their  customer.  She  directed  them  to  sell  some  Exchequer  Annui- 
ties and  invest  the  proceeds  in  5  per  Cent  Navy  Annuities.  They  knioht  and 
did  sell  the  Exchequer  Annuities,  and  they  told  her  they  had  K^J!!^^- 
bought  the  Navy  Annuities.  However,  instead  of  buying  the 
annuities  they  kept  the  proceeds,  being  £3320  lis.  11(2.,  in  their 
pockets.  They  regularly  paid  her  the  dividends  until  they  be- 
came bankrupt  In  the  meantime,  her  brother,  James  Stephens^ 
being  a  customer  of  the  same  bankers,  borrowed  from  them  £1000  on 
the  security  of  the  joint  and  several  note  of  himself  and  his  sister, 
so  that  the  brother  was  the  principal  debtor  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  bankers,  the  sister  joining  as  his  surety  to  their  knowledge, 
and  becoming  liable  on  a  joint  and  several  note.  The  bankers 
became  bankrupt,  and  thereupon  the  assignee  brought  an  action 
against  the  brother  to  recover  the  £1000.  A  petition  was  pre- 
sented by  him  and  the  sister,  praying  that  they  might  set  off  what 
was  due  upon  the  note  from  the  debt  due  from  the  bankrupts  to 
Ann  Stephens,  and  that  she  might  prove  for  the  residue;  and 
that  was  the  order  made.  What  was  the  reason  for  the  order? 
The  Lord  Chancellor  says  (2)  :  '^  The  question  upon  the  petition  is 
treated  as  a  question  of  set-off.  But  it  is  not  here  raised  as  a 
question  of  set-off  in  the  strict  and  technical  sense.  The  question 
upon  the  whole  is,  whether  the  Chancellor^  exercising  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  bankruptcy,  namely,  both  a  legal  and  equitable  jurisdiction, 
can  interpose  against  an  action  brought  by  the  assignees,  not 
against  Miss  Stephens^  but  against  her  brother,  upon  his  note  as  a 
several  promissory  note."  Then  he  says  further  on  :  "  But  in  this 
case  my  ground  is  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  by  Miss 
Stephens  in  ignorance."  That  is  the  first  ground,  namely,  that 
she  became  surety  for  her  brother  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  of  the 
bankers  having  committed  the  fraud,  and  on  that  ground  he  would 
have  set  aside  the  suretyship,  but  it  was  not  necessaiy  to  decide 
on  that  ground,  for  he  says :  '*  And  if  not,  I  should  make  the 
same  construction ;  for  if  they  had  her  money  in  their  hands,  as 

(1)  11  Ves.  24.  (2)  11  Yes.  26,  27,  28. 


520  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  B. 

Bl.  B.       she  was  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  a  surety,  it  was  against 

1875       conscience  to  do  any  act  as  against  her  which  should  prevent  her 

MiDDLKTOK   leaving  what  was  no  more  than  the  proper  use  of  her  own  money  " 

PoLi!ooK.     — ^^^  proper  use  being  to  pay  the  several  promissory  note—**  retain* 

ing  her  right  to  proceed  against  the  person  for  her  reimbursement 

Kkioht  akd  as  far  as  she  fairly  could  " — ^that  person  being  the  brother — ^'  and  it 
JL^'  was  competent  to  her  if  she  had  made  the  discovery  immediately 
after  the  transaction  on  account  of  her  brother,  to  have  desired  that 
so  much  of  the  debt  should  be  cancelled  and  the  difference  paid." 
That  means  the  debt  due  by  her  cancelled,  and  the  difference  paid 
to  her — to  set  off  the  several  debt  due  by  her  on  the  promissory 
note  against  so  much  of  the  several  debt  due  by  the  bankers  to 
her  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  annuities.  Then  his  Lordship 
says  that  she  might  also  have  said :  **  She  had  a  demand  against 
her  brother  for  the  sum  of  £1000  as  paid  to  his  use ;  also  upon 
the  statute  of  mutual  debts  and  credits :  and  they  shall  not  be 
permitted  to  say  she  shall  not,  if  she  chooses,  pay  the  debt,  when 
the  consequence  is  that  she  loses  her  money,  and  they  can  call 
upon  him.  If  she  had  this  equity  before  the  bankruptcy,  so  she 
has  it  afterwards,  and  therefore  she  has  a  clear  right  to  say  they 
shall  hold  £1000  of  her  money  in  discharge  of  the  note,  and  shall 
deliver  up  the  note.  The  consequence  is  they  are  prevented  from 
suing  upon  the  note  by  the  clear  demand  of  justice  she  has  against 
them,  and  therefore  they  have  no  right  to  complain."  It  appears 
to  me  that  that  is,  if  I  may  say  so,  a  very  sensible  and  clear 
equity.  If  she  had  not  by  fraud  been  kept  in  ignorance  of  the 
facts,  she  would  have  known  that  the  bankers  had  a  £3000  debt 
due  to  her,  and  that  she  owed  them  £1000  on  the  promissory 
note,  and  she  would  have  said  to  them,  **  Set  one  against  the  other, 
and  pay  as  much  of  the  balance  as  you  can ;"  and  in  that  case 
she  would  have  paid  £1000  as  the  surety,  and  would  have  had  a 
right  to  sue  the  brother  from  time  to  time,  and  to  stand  in  the 
place  of  the  bankers  as  his  creditors.  After  the  bankruptcy  the 
assignees  could  be  in  no  better  position :  they  only  took  what  the 
bankrupts  were  entitled  to,  and  they  could  not  have  been  allowed 
to  say,  *'  You  had  no  right  of  set-off  before  action  brought,"  because 
it  was  their  own  fraud  which  prevented  her  knowing  the  facts 
which  gave  rise  to  the  right  of  set-off.    But  the  right  of  set-off 
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was  indisputable.    There  was  a  seyeral  demand  on  the  one  side       U  B. 
and  on  the  other ;  and  therefore  the  only  relief  that  she  got  was        1875 
relief  against  the  neglect  to  assert  that  right  in  due  time,  which  Mnj^i^K 
was  not  really  negleet,  bnt  rather  omission — caused  by  the  frandu-    p  ^L— 

lent  concealment  by  the  bankers  of  the  true  facts  of  the  case ;       

and  neither  they  nor  their  assignees  could  take  advantage  of  their  kniqut  and 
fraudulent  concealment  to  deprive  her  of  that  right  of  set-off.    ^^J^^' 
That  is  all  that  Ex  parte  Stephens  (1)  decides. 

The  other  case  was  VijJliamy  v.  Noble  (2),  which  was  shortly  this : 
VuIUamy,  the  father,  as  a  security  to  his  bankers  for  a  separate 
debt  due  from  him,  had  transferred  to  the  bankers  £8700  4  per 
Gent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  £1425  3  per  Gent.  Bank  Annuities ;  in 
round  figures,  £10,000  Bank  Annuities.  He  afterwards  paid  off 
part  of  that  separate  debt,  but  he  and  his  sons  had  previously  bor- 
rowed some  more  money  on  their  joint  notes.  Finally  the  whole 
of  the  separate  debt  was  paid  off,  but  the  stock  was  not  retrans- 
ferred.  The  bill  alleged  that  it  ought  to  have  been  retransferred, 
^*  but  the  same  being  considered  by  the  banking  house  to  remain 
in  NMe's  name"  (that  is  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  bankers)  ^'  as  a 
collateral  security  for  the  money  advanced  to  both  Plaintiffs  on 
their  joint  notes,  and  the  Plaintiff  VuBiamy^  the  father,  having  & 
high  opinion  of  the  honour  and  solvency  of  the  house,  he  (the  said 
Plaintiff)  did  not  require  a  retransfer."  In  other  words,  tho 
stock  was  retained  by  the  banking  house  as  security,  with  tho 
assent  of  the  owner,  for  the  repayment  of  the  money  secured  by 
the  joint  notes.  The  answer  took  the  same  view  as  the  bill, 
because  the  Defendants  ^'admitted  that  no  part  of  the  stock 
transferred  by  the  Plaintiff  to  NMe  had  ever  been  retransferred 
to  the  Plaintiff;  and  NdUe  said  that  the  teason  why  that  sum  had 
not  been  retransferred  during  the  solvency  of  the  house,  was 
because  the  Plaintiff  had  always  remained  indebted  to  the  house 
during  that  time.^  So  that  they  both  agreed  it  was  kept  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  joint  notes.  That  being  so,  the 
bankers  sold  the  stock  unknown  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  kept  the 
money ;  the  result  of  which  was  that  the  bankers  became  indebted 
to  the  Plaintiff,  not  for  the  sum  the  stock  produced,  but  that  sum 
minm  the  amount  due  on  the  joint  notes.    If  bankers,  having  the 

(1)  11  Yes.  24.  (2)  8  Mer.  693. 
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M.  B.      security  of  the  stock  to  pay  the  joint  notes  when  they  become  due, 

1875       sell  the  stocky  in  equity  they  are  ooly  liable  to  account  for  the 

MiDDLvroK   balance ;  that  is,  they  ought  to  have  appropriated  the  proceeds  of 

Pollock.     ^^^  stock  first  to  pay  off  the  debt  due  to  themselyes,  and  then  to 

_ have  handed  over  the  balance  due  to  the  person  depositing  the 

Knight  and  stock.    Strictly  speaking,  perhaps,  they  ought  not  to  have  sold 

^'    more  stock  than  was  necessary  for  that  purpose.    In  either  way 

the  bankers  would  owe  nothing  in  respect  of  so  much  of  the  amount 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  stock  as  was  equivalent  to  the  debt  due  to 
themselves,  and  that  is  all  that  was  decided  in  VuUiamy  v.  Noble  (1). 
All  the  Plaintiff  got  was  what  was  called  (although  inaccurately)  a 
set-off;  that  is,  he  owing  them  money  on  the  joint  notes,  was  not 
to  pay  the  money,  but  it  was  considered  to  have  been  paid  pro 
ianto  by  the  sale  of  the  stock,  and  in  that  way  he  had  a  right  to 
insist  in  equity  that  persons  who  had  security  should  dispose  of 
that  security  in  the  proper  way,  namely,  by  applying  the  proceeds 
in  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  if  you  may  so  call  it ;  and  they 
could  not  say  because  they  sold  it  too  early  that  the  equity  did 
not  apply.  That  is  the  whole  effect  of  the  decision.  No  doubt 
in  the  final  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  it  was  called  an 
suitable  set-off,  but  this  was  said  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (2):  ^' There  is  a  difficulty  as  to  the 
joint  note  of  father  and  son.  What  is  the  evidence  of  there 
having  been  an  agreement  that  this,  stock  should  be  held  as  a 
security  for  the  joint  debt  ?"  The  answer  is, ''  That  evidence  is 
to  be  found  in  the  nature  and  in  the  continuance  of  the  transac- 
tion, and  when  all  circumstances  are  taken  together,  and  coupled 
with  the  fact  that  no  retransfer  was  called  for,  and  the  books 
l)eing  attended  to  in  which  both  VtilUamys,  father  and  son,  are 
credited,  and  the  accounts  made  up  according  to  this  course  of 
dealing  and  mutual  understanding  between  the  parties,  it  is  im- 
possible not  to  infer  an  intention  that  the  stock  of  FtiSiam^  should 
remain  a  security  for  all  the  notes,  both  his  own  separate  notes 
and  the  joint  note  of  himself  and  his  son."  Having  made  that 
observation  during  the  course  of  the  argument,  and  getting  that 
answer,  then  in  the  final  judgment  he  refers  to  the  caseof  JSa^jpari^ 
Stephens  (3),  and  says :  **  There  the  sister  of  a  person  who  was  debtor 

(1)  3  Mer.  693.  <2)  3  Mer.  612. 

(3)  11  Yes.  24. 
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to  the  banking  honse  gave  her  personal  undertaking  for  the  debt       M.  B. 
of  her  brother,  being  at  the  time  ignorant  that  the  bankers  had       1875 
money  of  hers  in  their  hands,  for  which  they  were  accountable,  middletok 
and  which  she  prayed  by  her  petition  might  be  set  off  against    pollock. 
that  particular  debt.    That  is  precisely  the  present  case.    You        — - 
are  rights  therefore,  on  this  point  as  to  the  set-off,  and  must  have  Kiooht  akd 
your  costs."    That  is  the  whole  judgment    Therefore,  the  reason      ^J!_ 
for  the  judgment  was  that  he,  held  it  as  security  for  the  joint 
debt,  and  not  set-off  properly  so  called,  but  the  application  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  security  for  the  payment  off  of  the  debt  for  which 
security  was  given.    In  that  way  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  case, 
although  it  would  have  been  more  satisfactory  if  the  observations 
made  in  the  argument  had  been  repeated  in  the  judgment. 

Now  the  present  case  is  simply  this :  £950  is  due  to  Knight 
«nd  Baymond  on  a  joint  account  as  trustees.  That  being  so  due, 
£2000  is  advanced  to  Knight  on  his  private  account  In  no  sense 
and  in  no  way  can  that  be  a  payment  to  Knight  on  account  of 
Knight  and  Baymond,  and  in  no  sense  could  Knight  have  had  the 
right  to  set  that  off  if  he  had  known  all  the  facts,  because  he  could 
not,  as  trustee,  receive  the  trust  money.  The  only  suggestion 
that  was  made  was  this — that  if  he  had  known  the  facts,  he  might 
have  replaced  the  amount  in  the  names  of  Knight  and  Raymond. 
That  is  too  remote  for  me  to  consider,  especially  having  regard  to 
these  circumstances,  namely,  that  he  did  know  of  the  £2200  being 
in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Pollock  for  investment,  and  having  that  high 
opinion  of  him  which  was  entertained  at  the  time  by  all  his 
clients  (and  without  which  it  would  be  impossible  that  any  man 
could  commit  these  frauds),  he  did  not  pay  off  the  £2200,  or  take 
proceedings  against  Mr.  Pollock,  and  therefore  it  is  quite  certain 
that  if  he  had  been  told  of  the  actual  fact  that  Pollock  was  keeping 
it  to  see  whether  he  could  advance  it  to  Railbits  on  security  or 
otherwise,  he  would  not  have  paid  it  off  or  transferred  the  amount. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  case  of  equitable  retainer  or 
equitable  set-off  fails. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  BomviUe,  Lawrence,  &  Qraham;  Messrs. 
Farrer,  Otwry,  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Bidedaie,  Craddoek,  dt  Bidsdale. 
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M.  B.  In  re  MALAGA  LEAJ)  COMPANY. 

1875  FIBMSTONE'S  CASE. 

J^y^»       Winding^p^ContriinUory — Allottee  of  paid-up  Sharei — Contract  in  Writing 

hy  Articles  of  Association^Companies  Act^  1867  (30  <fc  31  Vict,  c,  131), 
8.26. 

The  articles  of  association  of  a  limited  company  provided  that  the  direc- 
tors should  offer  for  subscription  certain  debenture  bonds,  and  that  with 
each  bond  they  should  allot,  by  way  of  bonus  to  the  lenders,  fully  paid-up 
shares  of  equal  value  to  the  amount  of  such  bond.  F.^  who  was  already  a 
member  of  the  company,  subscribed  for  some  of  the  bonds,  and  bonus  ahaies 
of  equal  nominal  value  were  allotted  to  him  and  registered  in  his  name  as 
paid-up  shares.    The  company  was  afterwards  ordered  to  be  wound  up : — 

Hddf  that  the  articles  of  association  did  not  constitute  a  contract  in 
writing  within  sect.  25  of  the  Companies  Act^  1867 ;  that  the  requirements 
of  that  section  had  not  been  complied  with,  and  that  F.  was  liable  as  a 
contributory  in  respect  of  his  bonus  shares. 

IHIS  was  an  application  by  the  ofBcial  liquidator  of  the  Malaga 
Lead  Company^  Limiiedf  which  was  registered  under  the  Companies 
Acts,  1862  and  1867,  to  place  the  name  of  Mr.  Firmsbme  on  the 
list  of  contributories  in  respect  of  certain  bonus  shares. 

The  company  was  registered  in  October,  1871.  The  articles  of 
association  provided  that  the  directors,  immediately  upon  the 
registration  of  the  company,  should  o£fer  for  public  subscription  a 
loan  to  the  amount  of  £20,000,  to  be  secured  to  the  lenders  by  the 
issue  of  first  mortgage  debenture  bonds  to  the  amount  of  £20,000, 
bearing  £15  per  cent,  per  annum  interest,  and  that  with  each  of 
the  debenture  bonds  so  issued  the  company  should  allot  and  issue, 
by  way  of  bonus  to  the  lenders,  fully  paid-up  shares  of  equal  value 
to  the  amount  of  each  bond. 

Some  of  these  debenture  bonds  were  subscribed  for  by  Firm- 
stane^  who  was  already  a  member  of  the  company,  and  on  the  20th 
of  July,  1872,  bonus  shares  of  equal  nominal  value  to  the  amount 
of  his  bonds  were  allotted  to  him  and  registered  in  his  name  as 
paid-up  shares,  and  were  standing  in  his  name  at  the  time  of  the 
winding-up  order. 

No  special  contract  in  writing  relative  to  these  shares  was  made 
and  filed  with  the  Registrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies. 
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Mr.  SouihgcUej  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  John  CuHer^  for  the  official  liqui-       M.  B. 
dator,  now  applied  that  Mr.  Firmstane  might  be  made  a  contribn-        1875 

tory  in  respect  of  his  bonus  shares  as  shares  upon  which  nothing  FiRiiBix>in*8 
had  been  paid.    They  relied  on  Pritekard*8  Case  (1).  ^^"- 

Mr.  Chitty,  0.0.,  and  Mr.  Ince,  Q.C.,  for  Mr.  Firmstone : — 

We  contend  that  Mr.  Firmstone  cannot  properly  be  made  a  con- 
tributory in  respect  of  the  bonus  shares.  The  case  comes  within 
the  exception  contained  in  sect.  25  of  the  Companies  Act^  1867. 
That  section  provides  *^  that  every  share  in  any  company  shall  De 
deemed  and  taken  to  have  been  issued  and  to  be  held  subject  to 
the  payment  of  the  whole  amount  thereof  in  cash,  unless  the 
same  shall  have  been  otherwise  determined  by  a  contract  duly 
made  in  writing  and  filed  with  the  Begistrar  of  Joint  Stock  Com^ 
panics  at  or  before  the  issue  of  such  shares." 

It  is  true  that  Firmstone  did  not  actually  sign  a  contract  at  the 
time  these  shares  were  allotted  to  him,  but  he  had  previously  be- 
come a  member  of  the  company,  and  the  articles  of  association 
constituted  ^'  a  contract  in  writing "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section,  to  which  all  the  shareholders  must  be  taken  to  be  parties 
as  if  they  had  themselves  signed  them  according  to  the  provisions 
of  sect.  16  of  the  Act  of  1862. 

PriteharcPs  Case  is  distinguishable,  for  there  Pritchard  could 
not  have  availed  himself  of  the  articles,  whereas  here  the  contract 
could  not  be  made  in  any  other  form. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Appleireewick  Lead  Mining  Company  (2), 
where  the  owners  of  a  mine  had  formed  themselves  into  a  com- 
pany registered  under  the  Acts  of  1862  and  1867,  and  signed  the 
memorandum  and  articles,  the  capital  being  divided  into  £10 
shares  allotted  to  the  members  in  proportion  to  their  interest  in 
the  mine,  and  it  was  stated  in  the  articles  that  the  sum  of  £10 
should  be  credited  on  each  of  these  £10  shares, — ^it  was  held  that 
this  was  a  valid  contract  within  sect.  25. 

The  25th  section  was  not  intended  to  create  liability  in  such  a 
case  as  this :  Busk's  Case  (3)  ;  Eartley's  Case  (4). 

Supposing  these  shares  bad  been  cancelled,  and  new  ones  issued 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  956.  (3)  LawIRep.  9  Ch.  554. 

(2)  Ibid.  18  Eq.  95.  (4)  IbidL  10  Ch.  157. 
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M.  B.  after  a  separate  agreement  in  writing  had  been  registered,  there 

1870  clearly  could  have  been  no  liability.    We  submit  that  liability 

Fibmsionb's  cannot  attach  to  the  shares  because  this  formality  has  not  been 

2f^  gone  through. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R. : — 

Assuming  that  I  am  not  bound  by  any  judicial  decision  to  inter- 
pret sect.  25  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  otherwise  than  according 
to  the  plain  meaniug  of  the  words,  I  think  there  can  be  no 
reasonable  doubt  in  this  case. 

The  section  is  this: — [His  Honour  then  read  the  section.] 
What  is  the  **  contract  **  there  referred  to  ?  Surely  it  must  mean 
the  contract  relating  to  the  shares  to  be  issued  under  it.  The 
words  ^*  duly  made  in  writing  "  mean,  I  suppose,  made  by  the 
contracting  party. 

It  is  not  pretended  in  this  case  that  any  contract  relating  to  the 
taking  of  these  shares  was  signed  by  Mr.  FirmsUme  and  filed  with 
the  Registrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies  at  or  before  the  issue  of  the 
shares ;  but  it  is  said  that,  having  regard  to  the  provision  of  the 
articles  of  association  as  to  the  issue  of  such  shares,  and  the  fact 
of  Mr.  Finmhne  being  a  shareholder  at  the  time  when  they  were 
issued,  the  articles  of  association  amount  to  a  contract  in  writing 
within  the  purview  of  the  25th  section.    But,  as  I  read  the 
articles  of  association,  they  contain  no  contract  to  take  bonus 
shares.    There  is  a  contract  between  the  members  of  the  company 
that  there  shall  be  power  to  raise  money  by  the  issue  of  bonds 
and  to  annex  to  these  bonds  paid-up  shares,  but  there  is  no  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  anybody  to  take  these  shares.    It  is  said  the 
articles  of  association  are  equivalent  to  a  contract  duly  made  in 
writing  within  the  meaning  of  the  25th  section,  because  Mr.  Firm- 
stone  was  a  member  of  the  company,  and  the  16th  section  of  the 
Companies  Aet^  1862,  says  that  the  articles  of  association,  when 
registered,  shall  bind  the  company  and  the  members  thereof  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  each  member  had  subscribed  his  name  and 
affixed  his  seal  thereto ;  but  that  means  at  the  time  of  becoming 
a  member,  whereas  this  was  a  subsequent  transaction.    In  fact, 
Mr.  Firmstone  has  done  nothing  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  25th  section. 
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Case. 


It  is  said  the  decisions  compel  me  to  take  a  dififerent  view  of  M.  B. 
the  case,  bat  I  think  that  PriteharcPs  Case  (1),  which  is  a  decision  1875 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  is  directly  in  point,  and  that  Hartley's  fibubtons's 
Case  (2)  has  no  bearing  npon  the  question,  as  here  there  is  no 
contract  at  all  in  writing  to  take  shares. 

It  is  a  case  of  great  hardship,  and  I  most  reluctantly  decide 
that  the  amount  of  these  shares  is  payable  in  cash. 

Solicitor  for  the  Official  Liquidator :  Mr.  /.  8.  Salaman. 
Solicitors  for  Mr.  Firmstone :  Messrs.  Tticker  dt  Lake. 


In  re  MAEQUIS  OF  SALISBURY, 

SeUied  EUaie — Orani  hy  Tenant  for  Lift — Ii^atd  Remainderman — Ccn/ewrrenM 
of  Ouardian—Juritdiction^Flaces  of  Worship  Sites  Act^  1873  (36  <fe  37 
7ict.  e.  50),  a.  1. 

Where  the  ooncnirenoe  of  a  gnardian  for  an  infant  remainderman  is  re- 
quired to  a  grant  of  land  hy  a  tenant  for  life  in  poBsession  as  a  site  for 
a  chnrch,  nnder  36  &  37  Yict.  c.  50,  s.  1,  the  guardian  by  nature  of  such 
infant  is  not  the  proper  person  to  ooncur. 

In  Buoh  a  case  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  guardian. 

X  HIS  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  under  the 
Vendor  and  Pwchaser  Ad^  1 874^  s.  9. 

In  a  grant  by  the  Marqnis  of  SaUAury  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners,  under  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  50,  s.  1,  of  a  piece  of  land 
as  a  site  for  a  church,  being  part  of  the  estates  of  which  the 
Marquis  was  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  and  his  eldest  son, 
y iscount  OratAownei  an  infant  fourteen  years  of  age,  was  tenant 
in  fee  in  remainder,  the  question  arose  whether  the  Marquis,  as 
the  natural  guardian  of  his  son,  was  the  proper  person  to  concur 
on  his  behalf  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Kardahe^  for  the  Marquis  of  SaJiAury, 

Mr.  HasHnffSf  Q.C.,  for  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Ch.  956.  (2)  Law  Bep.  10  Ch.  157. 


SLB. 

1875 

My  1. 
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M.  B.      Sib  G.  Jessel,  M  JL  :— 

^^  I  do  not  think  the  guardian  mentioned  in  the  Act  is  the  guar- 


Inre  dian  by  nature.  The  Act  requires  the  concurrence  of  the  re- 
Salisbubt.  mainderman  as  a  check  upon  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  question 
whether  the  father  of  an  infant  remainderman  is  the  proper  person 
to  be  appointed  guardian  in  giving  away  a  piece  of  the  estate  of 
which  the  father  is  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  must  depend  on 
circumstances.  The  Act  does  not  say  how  the  guardian  is  to  be 
appointed,  and  I  doubt  whether  the  Court  has  any  power  of  its 
own  to  appoint  a  guardian  of  the  estate  for  an  infant  whose  estate 
is  not  in  possession,  the  jurisdiction  existing  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  taking  care  of  an  infant's  present  property.  No  authority  has 
been  produced  for  so  holding,  and  in  the  absence  of  authority  I 
shall  not  hold  that  the  Oourt  has  any  such  jurisdiction. 

Solicitors  for  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury :  Messrs.  Nicholson  & 
Herbert. 

Solicitors  for  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners :  Messrs.  White, 
Barrett,  &  Co. 


HL  B.  DEINKWATER  v.  EATCLIFFE. 

1875  [1874    D.    70.] 

-^^        ParUiim^Sde^Partition  Act,  1868  (31  <fc  32  VicL  c.  40),  m.  3, 4,  5— CTncfer. 

taking  to  purchase  by  Married  Woman, 

The  3rd  and  4th  sections  of  the  Partition  Act,  1868,  are  not  controlled  in 
their  operation  by  the  5th  section  of  that  Act. 

The  undertaking  to  purchase  mentioned  in  the  5th  section  of  the  Act 
cannot  be  given  by  a  married  woman  whose  husband  does  not  join  therein. 

Property  consisting  of  a  fieirmhouse  and  buildings  and  thirty  acres  of  land 
was  divisible  into  thirty-six  shares ;  fifteen  of  them  were  vested  in  eight 
persons  who  desired  a  sale,  six  of  them  being  entitled  to  one  thirty-sixth 
share  each ;  the  remaining  twenty-one  were  vested  in  a  married  woman 
living  apart  from  her  husband.  The  married  woman  was  in  occupation  of 
the  farm  and  opposed  a  sale,  and  was  willing  to  give  an  undertaking  to 
purchase  the  fifteen  shares,  but  her  husband  did  not  join  therein.  There  was 
evidence  that  the  property  would  sell  advantageously  for  other  than  agri- 
cultural purposes  :— 

BM,  that  the  owners  of  the  fifteen  shares  were  entitled  to  a  sale  under  the 
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5tli  section  of  the  Patiiiion  Ad^  1868,  because  the  owner  of  the  remaining        M.  B. 
shares  oould  not  give  a  valid  undertaking  to  purchase  their  shares :  .  m^ 

BeHd,  also,  that  a  sale  ought  to  be  directed  under  the  3rd  section,  on         ^^vw 
account  of  th*  nature  of  the  property  and  the  number  of  the  parties  Dbdjkwatbb 
interested,  and  because  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  a  sale  would  be  more    -Rxtrn.imm- 
beneficial  for  the  parties  interested  than  a  division  among  them.  — ^ 

XHIS  was  a  suit  for  partition  or  sale  under  the  Parlttian  Act, 
1868,  of  certain  real  estate  consisting  of  a  farmhouse  and  buildings, 
and  30a.  Or.  31p.  of  land,  five  acres  being  copyhold  and  the  rest 
freehold. 

The  property  was  divisible  into  thirty-six  shares,  of  which  fifteen 
were  vested  in  eight  persons,  Plaintifis  or  Defendants  in  this  suit, 
six  of  them  being  entitled  only  to  one  thirty-sixth  share  each. 
The  remaining  twenty-one  shares  were  vested  in  the  Defendant 
Elizabeth  Bennett^  a  married  woman  living  apart  from  her  husband, 
the  Defendant  Joseph  Bennett. 

It  appeared  that  from  1846  to  1871  the  property  in  question 
was  let  as  a  farm  to  John  Simpson  (the  father  of  Elizabeth  Bennett), 
as  yearly  tenant,  at  the  rent  of  £36.  Elizabeth  Bennett  lived  with 
her  father,  and  took  an  active  part  in  managing  the  farm.  Simpson 
died  in  1871,  and  Elizabeth  Bennett  had  ever  since  continued  in 
occupation  of  the  property. 

There  was  evidence  that  the  property  could  be  sold  for  other 
than  agricultural  purposes,  and  would  fetch  a  good  price.  The 
nature  of  the  evidence  sufficiently  appears  from  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Roxburgh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eastings,  Q.C.,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
asked  for  a  sale. 

Mr.  Chubby  for  Defendants,  supported  the  Plaintiffs'  application. 

Mr.  Fischer,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  Elizabeth  Bennett  :— 

Mrs.  Bennett  will  undertake  to  purchase  the  shares  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs and  Defendants  who  ask  for  a  sale,  and  we  submit  that  under 
these  circumstances  a  decree  tot  sale  ought  not  to  be  made. 

Inasmuch  as  the  parties  seeking  a  sale  are  not  interested  in  the 
property  to  the  extent  of  a  moiety,  the  4th  section  of  the  PartiHan 
Ad,  1868,  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  The  3rd  section  may 
apply ;  but  in  the  first  place  that  section  is  controlled  by  the  5th 
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M.  H.      section,  which  confers  no  new  power  of  sale,  but  regulates  the 
1875       powers  conferred  by  the  3rd  and  4th  sections:   Pemberton  r. 
Dbinkwatsb  Barnes  (1) ;  WUHams  v.  Qames  (2). 

Batcijffe.  Again,  the  power  of  sale  under  the  3rd  section  is  discretionary,. 
"— *  and  ought  not  to  be  exercised  where  the  sale  would  be  ruinous  to- 
one  of  the  parties.  '  Mrs.  Bennett  has  for  twenty-five  years  been 
accustofAed  to  manage  this  property ;  she  can  make,  by  means  of 
ity  a  much  better  living,  than  she  could  derive  from  her  share  of 
the  proceeds,  and  the  result  of  a  sale  would  be  utter  ruin  to  her. 
If  nothing  else  can  be  done,  let  twenty-one  shares  be  allotted  to 
her,  and  the  remaining  fifteen  be  sold,  as  was  done  in  Boebuok  y» 
ChadAd{2). 

Mr.  Cookson,  Q.C.,  for  John  Bennett^  took  no  part  in  the  dis- 
cussion. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  think  I  ought  in  this  case  to  say  a  few  words  as  to  what,  in 
my  opinion,  is  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 

The  3rd  section  gives  power  to  the  Court  to  sell  for  certain 
reasons.  These  reasons  are  specified  in  every  case  but  one.  The 
reasons  specified  are,  the  nature  of  the  property,  the  number  of 
the  parties  interested,  the  absence  or  disability  of  some  of  the 
parties.  The  reasons  are  unspecified  in  one  case,  viz.,  where,  by 
reason  *^  of  any  other  circumstance,"  a  sale  of  the  property  and 
distribution  of  the  proceeds  would  be  more  beneficial  to  the  parties 
interested  than  a  division  of  the  property  between  or  among  them.. 
Whenever  that  happens,  and  any  party  interested  applies  for  a  sale^ 
the  Court  may  direct  a  sale.  It  is  an  absolute  power  of  sale  on  the 
request  of  anybody,  provided  the  Court  is  satisfied  that  it  would 
be  more  beneficial  for  the  parties  interested  than  a  division.  Then 
the  4th  section  provides  that  if  the  parties  interested,  to  the  extent 
of  a  moiety  or  upwards,  request  a  sale,  the  Court  shall  seU,  unless 
it  sees  good  reason  to  the  contrary — that  is,  irrespective  of  the  nature 
of  the  property,  irrespective  of  the  number  of  persons,  irrespective 
of  absence  or  disability,  irrespective  of  any  special  circumstances 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  685.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  204. 

(3)  Uw  Rep.  8  Eq.  127. 
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which  make  the  Court  think  it  beneficial.    The  parties  interested       B£  B. 
to  the  extent  of  one  moiety  are  entitled  to  a  sale  as  of  right,  unless        1875 
there  is  some  good  reason  to  the  contrary  shewn ;  they  have  not  to  dbokw^vmb. 
shew  any  reason  for  the  sale,  but  a  reason  to  the  contrary  must  be    lUTauvn. 
shewn.  The  5th  section  provides  that>  if  any  party  interested  in  the       """ 
property  requests  the  Court  to  direct  a  sale  of  the  property  instead 
of  a  division,  the  Court  may,  if  it  thinks  fit  (this  is  discretionary  * 

again),  unless  the  other  parties  interested  in  the  property  under- 
take to  purchase,  give  all  necessary  and  proper  directions  for  such 
sale.    What  does  that  mean  ?    Under  the  4th,  where  the  parties 
requesting  a  sale  have  got  more  than  a  moiety,  you  do  not  want 
that ;  it  consequently  applies  to  the  case  of  the  owners  of  less  than 
a  moiety  making  the  request.    Now  that  case  is  provided  for  by  the  • 
8rd  section ;  in  every  possible  case  where  the  Court  thinks  a  sale 
is  proper  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  interested.    Therefore 
the  5th  must  apply  to  a  case  where  the  Court  sees  no  reason  for 
preferring  a  sale  to  a  partition.    That  case  is  not  provided  for  by 
the  8rd,  nor  is  it  provided  for  by  the  4th  section.    Where  the 
Court  sees  no  reason  at  all,  still  any  party  interested  may  apply ; 
and  then  there  is  a  limit  imposed,  and  the  limit  is  this,  that  the 
Court  shall  not  exercise  the  new  power  given  by  the  5th  section, 
which  depends  entirely  upon  the  caprice  of  the  party  asking,  with- 
out any  opinion  of  the  Court  being  expressed,  if  other  people  will 
buy.    That  is  a  check  upon  the  new  power — not,  as  it  has  been 
supposed  to  be,  a  limitation  of  the  3rd  and  4th  sections — ^but  it  is 
a  new  power  given  to  any  party,  whether  Plaintiff  or  Defendant, 
to  apply,  with  or  without  any  reason  whatever,  to  the  Court  for  a 
sale,  and  he  is  entitled  to  ask  for  it  unless  somebody  is  going  to  buy ; 
and  then  Williams  v.  Oames  (1)  says  that  if  he  does  ^pply  for  it, 
and  somebody  does  offer  to  buy  his  share,  he  may  withdraw  his 
request     That  is  my  view  of  the  law;   and,  considering  that 
Williams  v.  Oamea  is  the  last  decision,  I  think  I  am  entitled  to 
express  that  view  as  one  that  ought  to  guide  me  in  future,  unless 
corrected,  notwithstanding  some  observations  of  Lord  Hatherley  in 
the  case  of  Pembertcn  v.  Barnes  (2),  which  seem  to  point  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  5th  section  was  in  the  nature  of  a  proviso  to 
the  following  effect:  '^ Provided  always  that  no  sale  shall  be 

(1)  Law  Bep.  10  Ch.  2(H.  (2)  Law  Bep.  6  Cfa.  G93. 
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M.  B.      directed  under  the  3rd  or  4th  sections  of  this  Act,  if  any  other 

1875       party  interested  shall  undertake  to  buy  the  share  of  the  parties 

PbihkwI      ^ki^g  ^o^  sale."    That  appears  to  me  contrary  to  the  plain  mean- 

9.         ing  of  the  words  of  the  5th  section. 

. .  That  being  so,  the  only  thing  I  liave  to  consider  is,  first  of  all,  is 

the  Defendant  within  the  5th  section  ?    Here  certainly  persons  not 

•  entitled  to  a  moiety  request  a  sale,  therefore  they  are  not  within 
the  4th  section ;  but  they  may  have  a  sale  under  the  5th  section 
unless  the  other  parties  undertake  to  purchase.  The  words  '^  under- 
take "  and  **  undertaking  "  are  well  known,  and  the  undertaking  is 
to  be  given  at  the  hearing.  The  party  in  this  case  who  offers  to  pur- 
chase is  a  married  woman,  not  separated  by  law,  but  as  appears  from 
the  affidavits,  separated  in  fact  from  her  husband.  Her  husband 
does  not  join  in  the  undertaking,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  in  that  position  cannot  give  an  undertaking  at  the 
hearing,  and  therefore  is  not  within  the  5th  section,  and  I  so  decide. 
The  case  was  not  contemplated  by  the  Legislature,  and  perhaps  had 
they  been  aware  of  it,  the  Legislature  would  not  have  provided  for 
such  a  case.  If  she  ought  to  be  separated,  she  can  obtain  a  decree 
of  separation  which  will  give  her  the  rights  of  a  single  woman ;  and 
if  she  ought  to  be  divorced,  she  can  obtain  a  decree  of  divorce. 
The  Legislature,  even  if  they  contemplated  such  a  case^  might  have 
intentionally  refrained  from  giving  a  lady  in  such  a  position  any 
new  rights — certainly  they  have  given  her  none  such.  Therefore, 
under  the  5th  section  the  parties  applying  are  entitled  to  a  sale. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  parties  are  entitled  under  the 
8rd  section,  and  on  account  of  the  nature  of  the  property.  It 
appears  that  six  of  these  parties  are  entitled  to  separate  thirty- 
sixths  ;  one  has  got  twenty-one  thirty-sixths,  another  three,  another 
six,  and  the  other  six  of  them  one  thirty-sixth  each.  The  property 
consists  of  a  farmhouse  and  outbuildings,  and  thirty  acres  of  land, 
of  which  twenty -five  are  freehold  and  five  acres  copyhold ;  so  that, 
in  fetct,  you  would  have  to  divide  the  thirty  acres  and  the  house 
into  thirty-six  parts.  How  that  is  to  be  done  I  have  not  a  notion. 
The  Plaintiff's  witnesses  say  it  is  practically  impossible.  All  the 
Defendant's  witnesses  say  is  that  it  is  not  impossible.  I  agree  it 
is  not  impossible,  but  it  certainly  is  very  difficulty  especially  as  one 
does  not  know  how  the  farmhouse  would  go»  or  what  its  value  is. 
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or  whether  it  would  be  divided  or  not  divided.    But  if  ever  there       M.  B. 
was  a  case  where,  by  reason  of  the  nature  of  the  property,  you        1875 
could  not  divide  it  conveniently,  I  thbk  we  have  it  here.  But  that  dbihswatbb 
is  not  ail ;  the  next  ground  specified  by  the  section  is,  number  of  j^t^iffb. 
parties.    Here  it  is  quite  obvious  that  there  are  a  great  number  of       — ^ 
parties ;  six  of  them  would  have  one  thirty-sixth  a  piece,  and  there 
are  three  more — ^there  are  nine  altogether,  and  some  of  them  are 
married  women,  whose  husbands  would  have  to  join.    Therefore 
we  have  got  a  number  of  parties. 

Then,  again,  I  am  to  direct  a  sale  if  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
sale  would  be  more  beneficial  for  the  parties  interested.  What 
does  that  mean  ?  It  means  in  a  pecuniary  sense.  I  cannot  go  into 
questions  of  sentiment,  I  must  look  merely  to  the  monetary  results. 
Now  it  is  proved,  and  not  denied,  that  the  value  of  the  farm  is 
very  much  larger  to  seU  than  its  rental  would  imply.  It  is  stated 
that  there  are  factories  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  this  property, 
which  is  sworn  to  by  the  Defendant  as  being  worth  £86  a  year, 
the  Plaintiff's  witnesses  say  would  fetch  £2600.  The  Defendant's 
witnesses  say  it  is  not  worth  so  much,  but  they  do  not  venture  to 
say  how  much  less  it  [is  worth ;  from  which  I  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  even  in  their  opinion  it  would  fetch  very  much  more 
than  the  something  over  £1000  which  would  be  its  value  at  thirty 
years'  purchase ;  probably  it  may  be  worth  sixty  years'  purchase, 
or  something  of  that  sort,  which  would  be  £2000 ;  the  Plaintiffs 
witnesses  put  it  as  high  as  £2600.  It  is  a  farm  so  situated  that  it 
can  be  used  for  other  purposes  than  farming  purposes.  It  is  ad- 
vantageous for  all  persons  interested  that  it  should  be  sold  instead 
of  divided,  in  a  pecuniary  sense,  which,  as  I  have  said  before,  is 
the  only  one  I  am  called  upon  to  deal  with.  I  therefore  direct  a 
sale. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Deane,  Chutby  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  W.  &  J.  Flower 
&  Nusaey  ;  Messrs.  MUne^  JRiddle,  &  Mellor. 
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July  6. 


M.B.  CHURCHILL  V.  DENNY. 

^^^  [1875    C.    84.] 

Marriage  Settlement — Agreement  to  settle  after^acquired  Property — Htdf-fay  of 
Naval  Officer — Commutation  Money  under  Pensions  Commutation  Act^  1871 
(34  <fc  35  Vict.  c.  36). 

2>.,  by  his  marriage  settlement,  agreed  that  if  he  then  was,  or  should 
daring  the  Intended  coverture,  at  one  time  and  from  one  souroe,  become 
entitled  to  any  real  or  personal  property  of  the  value  of  £100  or  upwards 
for  any  estate  or  iiiterest  whatsoever,  he  and  all  necessary  parties  should 
execute  and  do  such  assurances  and  things  as  should  be  necessary  for  vesting 
the  same  in  tbe  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

2>.  was  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  in  receipt  of  half-pay  (as  lieutenant  in 
the  navy),  which  he  subsequently  commuted,  under  34  &  35  Yict.  c  36^  for 
£2175  :— 

Hddy  that  the  commutation  money  was  not  bound  by  the  agreement  in 
the  settlement. 

i5Y  an  indenture  of  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Alfred 
Edward  Denny  and  Mary  Denny,  after  reciting  (among  other  things) 
that  it  was  agreed  that  all  such  present  and  future  property  of  the 
said  A.  E.  Denny  as  thereinafter  mentioned  should  be  settled  upon 
the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  concerning  the  same,  certain  pro- 
perty of  Mary  Denny  was  assigned  to  the  trustees  upon  trust 
during  the  joint  lives  of  A.  E.  Denny  and  Mary  Denny  for  Mary 
Denny  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  the  death  of  either  of  them, 
for  the  survivor  for  his  or  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of  such 
survivor,  for  the  child  or  children  of  the  marriage  as  therein 
mentioned.  And  the  settlement  contained  the  following  agree- 
ment : — 

"  And  it  is  hereby  agreed  that  if  the  said  A.  E.  Denny  now  is  or 
shall,  during  the  said  intended  coverture,  at  one  time  and  from 
one  source,  become  entitled  to  any  real  or  personal  property  of  the 
value  of  £100  or  upwards,  for  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever 
(except  jewels,  personal  ornaments,  furniture,  plate,  pictures, 
books,  and  articles  of  the  like  nature),  then  and  in  every  such 
case  the  said  A,  E.  Denny,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  shall, 
at  the  cost  of  the  trust  estate,  as  soon  as  circumstances  will  admit, 
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execute  and  do  all  sach  assurances  and  things  as  shall  be  necessary  ^  ^ 

or  expedient  for  effectually  vesting  the  same  in  the  said  trustees  ^875 

or  trustee  upon  the  trusts  hereinbefore  declared  "  concerning  the  OeuBomLL 

property  of  the  said  Mary  Denny.  Dmrz. 

At  the  time  of  the  marriage  Denny  was  in  receipt  of  half-pay  as 
a  lieutenant  in  Her  Majesty's  navy,  at  the  rate  of  £73  per  annum, 
and  about  a  year  afterwards  the  half-pay  was  increased  to  £91  Sa. 
per  annum.  And  on  the  1st  of  October,  1873,  he  retired  from  the 
navy,  and  then  became  entitled  to  the  yearly  sum  or  half-pay  of 
£166  55. 

On  the  4th  of  December,  1874,  Denny,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Pensions  CommutcUion  Ad,  1871  (34  &  35  Yict.  c.  36), 
commuted  his  half-pay,  and  received  the  commutation  money, 
amounting  to  £2175  lOa. 

The  trustees  of  the  settlement  filed  their  bill  against  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Denny,  and  their  infant  child,  as  Defendants,  praying  that  it 
might  be  declared  whether  the  said  sum  of  £2175  lOa.  received 
by  the  Defendant  A.  E.  Denny  for  the  commutation  of  his  half-pay, 
was  bound  by  the  agreement  in  the  settlement  before  stated. 

Mr.  Stdttard,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Miller,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Stoeh,  for  Mrs.  Denny  and  the  infant : — 

The  commutation  money  represented  property  to  which  Mr. 
Denny  was  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  settlement,  or  to  which 
he  became  entitled  at  a  subsequent  period  when  he  commuted 
his  half-pay  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  it 
was  either  income,  or  income  in  a  capitalised  form:  in  either 
case  it  was  clearly  within  the  terms  of  the  agreement :  Letvis  v. 
Madochs  (1). 

Mr.  Chitty,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Macnaghien,  for  Mr.  Denny,  were  not 
called  on. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B.,  after  stating  the  terms  of  the  recital  and 
of  the  agreement  in  the  settlement  before  stated,  continued : — 

The  first  allegation  is,  that  Alfred  Edward  Denny  was  entitled 

(1)  17  Ves.  48. 
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M.  B.      at  the  date  of  the  settlement.    He  was  then  a  half-pay  lientenant 

1875       in  the  navy,  and  as  such  he  was  entitled  during  Her  Majesty's 

Cbubosiu.   pleasure  to  reoeiye  his  half-pay,  which  is  the  same  as  wages,  for 

jy^^      his  serviceSi  on  condition  of  his  holding  himself  in  readiness  to 

—        perform  such  service  as  Her  Majesty  should  direct.    It  was  not  at 

that  time  strictly  property  of  any  kind  or  description,  but  only  his 

chance  of  earning  future  wages,  as  he  was  liable  to  be  dismissed  at 

pleasure,  though  it  is  not  the  habit  of  Her  Majesty  so  to  dismiss 

her  officers.    It  was  not,  therefore,  property  to  which  he  was  then 

entitled,  any  more  than,  in  the  case  of  a  workman  in  the  receipt  of 

weekly  wages,  his  future  wages  would  be  property  to  which  at  any 

given  time  he  would  be  entiUed. 

Besides,  it  does  not  come  within  the  words  of  the  covenant^  as 
it  is  not  assignable  at  law,  so  that  it  could  not  have  been  intended 
that  that  which  is  not  '*  property  "  within  the  words  of  the  cove- 
nant, nor  assignable  in  fact,  should  have  been  included  in  it. 

Then  it  is  said  that,  as  under  an  Act  of  Parliament  he  had  a 
right  to  commute  the  half-pay,  that  is  to  sell  it,  and  receive  a 
certain  sum  of  money  from  the  Treasury,  he  thus  became  entitled 
to  a  certain  sum  of  money  which  of  course  was  personal  property 
after  the  date  of  the  settlement.  That  depends  upon  the  mean- 
ing of  the  words  ''shall  become  entitled."  Now,  to  become 
entitled  means  to  acquire  a  title ;  as  Yice-Chancellor  Kinderdey 
puts  it  in  Wilton  v.  Colvin  (1) :  ''  What  is  meant  by  becoming 
entitled  ?  .  .  .  Does  it  not  always  mean  acquiring  title  ?  When 
you  find  the  words  'shall  become  entitled/  you  are  always  re- 
ferring to  some  future  interest,  to  the  acquisition  of  some  future 
title." 

K  a  man  has  something  to  sell,  and  he  sells  it,  and  gets  the 
purchase-money,  he  does  not  acquire  a  future  title,  for  it  is  his 
title  to  his  property  which  enables  him  to  get  the  money  for  it,  or  to 
vary  the  investment,  and  varying  an  investment  is  not  acquiring 
any  title.  If  a  man  has  a  sum  of  consolcf,  and  sells  it,  and 
invests  the  proceeds  in  JS3  per  Cent.  Beduced  Annuities,  could  it 
be  reasonably  argued  that  he  became  entitled  to  them  within  the 
meaning  of  such  a  covenant  as  this  ?  Still  less  would  it  be  rea- 
sonable in  the  case  now  before  me,  because  here  the  contention  is 

(1)  3  Drew.  617,  624. 
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that  if  a  man  has  an  annuity  which  is  not  property  within  the       M.  B. 
terms  of  the  settlement,  and  sells  the  annuity,  the  purchase-money        1875 
is  a  subject-matter  to  which  he  becomes  entitled.    I  cannot  dis-    Chdbchill 
tinguish  it  from  the  case  of  a  man  selling  consols,  and  purchasing      d^kt. 

Blackaere  with  the  proceeds,  or  selling  BlacJcacre,  and  purchasing       

consols  with  the  proceeds.  It  was  not  property,  nor  was  it  assign- 
able property,  and  the  fact  of  selling  it  or  offering  it  for  sale  does 
not  make  it  a  new  acquisition  of  title  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the 
words  of  the  covenant. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  money  in  question  is  not  % 

bound  by  the  settlement. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs:  Messrs.  Duncan,  Murion,  Warren y 
dt  Gardner,  agents  for  Mr.  JB*.  Dewes,  Nuneaton. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Upton,  Johnson,  Upton, 
&  Budd. 


MILDMA Y  V.  QUICKE.  M.  a 

[1875    M.    80.]  ^ 

Partition  Suit-^Order/ar  Sale  at  Eearing^FartUion  Act,  18C8  (31  <fe  32  Vict,      '^^^y^^' 

c.  40),  8.  9. 

An  order  for  sale  of  real  eistate  under  the  Partition  Act,  186S,  cannot  bo 
made  at  the  hearing,  unless  all  persons  interested  in  the  property  are  parties 
to  the  cause. 

m 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  for  partition  of.  real  estate,  or  otherwise  for 

a  sale  thereof,  under  the  Partition  Act,  1868. 

The  bill  contained  an  allegation  to  the  effect  that  the  Plaintiffs 
and  Defendants  were  the  only  persons  entitled  to  or  interested  in 
the  property. 

Mr.  W.  W.  KardaJce,  for  the  Plaintiff,  proposed  to  talce  a  decree 
directing  an  inquiry  as  to  what  parties  were  entitled  to  or  in- 
terested in  the  property,  and  if  it  should  be  certified  that  all  the 
parties  entitled  to  or  interested  in  the  property  were  parties  to 

the  cause,  or  had  been  serFcd  with  notice  of  the  decree,  then  for 
Vol.  XX.  2Q  2 


V. 
QCIOSE. 


538  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  R. 

M.  B.       a  sale,  according  to  the  form  of  decree  made  in  Harper  v.  Bird 

1875        (before  Vice-Chancellor  EaU  on  the  17th  of  April,  1875).     It 

MiLDMAT     was  now  settled  that  the  9th  section  of  the  PariUion  Act^  1868, 

did  not  preclude  the  Court  from  ordering  a  sale  otherwise  than 

when  the  cause  came  on  for  further  consideration  in  Court :  Potcell 

V.  PoweU  (1). 

Mr.  Northmare  Lawrence,  for  the  Defendants, 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R.,  said  that  if  all  persons  interested  were 
parties  to  the  cause  a  decree  for  sale  could  be  made  at  the 
hearing ;  but  if  they  were  not  all  parties,  then  the  9th  section  of 
the  Parttiion  Aet^  1868,  applied,  and  a  sale  could  only  be  ordered 
**  on  further  consideration."  It  might  be  that  these  words  were 
not  used  in  their  strict  technical  sense,  but  before  a  sale  could  be 
ordered  there  must  be  further  consideration  of  some  sort  or  other ; 
and  the  utmost  that  could  be  done  in  such  a  case  would  be  to 
giye  liberty  to  apply  at  Chambers  with  reference  to  a  sale  in  the 
event  of  its  being  certified  that  all  parties  interested  had  been 
either  parties  to  the  cause  or  had  been  served  with  notice  of  decree. 
In  the  present  case  the  decree  would  be  made  in  the  proposed 
form,  but  with  the  omission  of  the  words  '^  or  had  been  served  with 
notice  of  the  decree." 

Solicitors*  Messrs.  Prideaux  dt  Son;  Messrs.  Gregory^  Bou- 
diffes,  cfe  Baidle. 

(1)  Law  Rer.  10  Oh.  120. 
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JONES  V.  CHAPPELL.  M.  B. 

[1875    J.    7.]  1875 

Jxuor  and  Lessee-^WasU — Injunction — Nuisance — WteUy  Tenant.  ^^^V  ^^• 

The  lessee  of  land  who  erects  a  building  thereon  without  the  consent  of 
his  lessor  does  not  commit  waste  within  the  definition  in  Co,  Lit,  53  a 
unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  such  building  is  an  injury  to  the  inheritance. 

The  owner  or  lessee  of  houses  let  or  sub-let  to  weekly  tenants  cannot  main- 
tain a  suit  to  restrain  a  temporary  nuisance,  such  as  the  noise  of  machinery 
in  adjacent  premises,  but 

Semhle,  such  a  suit  could  be  maintained  by  a  weekly  tenant  if  the 
nuisance  were  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  injurious  to  his  health  or  comfort. 

X  HE  Plaintiff  was  the  lessee  of  two  houses  in  Effingham  Street 
under  two  leases,  dated  respectively  the  19th  of  May  and  the 
8th  of  Jane,  1863,  granted  by  the  trustees  of  the  will  of  Thomas 
Cvbitt.    The  rooms  in  these  houses  were  let  out  to  weekly  tenants* 

These  houses  at  their  back  adjoined  a  piece  of  vacant  land  from 
which  they  were  divided  by  a  low  wall,  and  the  windows  at  the 
back  had,  at  the  time  of  the  demise  and  also  shortly  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  free  access  of  light  and  air.  The  adjacent  piece 
of  land  had,  by  a  lease  dated  the  16th  of  December,  1852,  and 
granted  by  the  said  Thomas  Oubitt,  been  demised  to  James  Smith 
for  the  term  of  eighty-five  years  and  three  quarters.  The  lease 
contained  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  keep  all  future  buildings 
and  erections  in  repair,  and  also  not  to  erect  any  steam-engine 
on  the  premises,  or  commit  or  do  anything  which  might  be  a 
nuisance  or  annoyance  to  the  tenant  or  occupier  of  any  messuage 
or  premises  near  to  the  premises  thereby  demised. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  Defendant,  who  was  assignee  of  the' 
lease  of  the  last-mentioned  premises  by  an  assignment  subsequent 
to  the  Plaintiff's  lease,  had  lately  erected  steam-engines  and  stone 
saw-mills,  and  other  machinery  thereon,  and  that  the  noise,  steam, 
and  smoke  arising  from  the  working  of  the  machinery  were  a 
nuisance,  and  caused  great  damage  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  under- 
tenants, and  that  the  nuisance  arising  from  the  works  had  been 
so  great  that  several  of  the  Plaintiff's  tenants  had  loft  his  houses, 
and  the  value  thereof  had  been  seriously  depreciated. 

2  Q  2  2 
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M.  B.  The  bill  also  alleged  that  the  Defendant  had  erected  a  staging 

1875        to  carry  a  travelling  erane  close  to  the  PlaintiflTs  windows,  which 

Jom       obstructed  the  light  that  formerly  came  through  the  back  win- 

Cbafpell    ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  PlaintiflTs  houses,  and  was  erecting  a  wall  at  a  distance 

of  only  eight  feet  opposite  to  the  said  windows,  which  obstructed 

the  access  of  light  and  air,  and  rendered  the  rooms  lighted  by  the 
back  windows  nearly  uninhabitable. 

The  Plaint  iflf  charged  that  he  was  entitled  under  his  leases  to 
enjoy  the  access  of  light  and  air  through  the  said  back  windows, 
and  that,  as  the  Defendant  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  land  at 
the  back  of  the  PlaintiflTs  premises  under  a  lease  granted  by 
the  PlaintiflTs  lessors,  he  was  not  entitled  to  obstruct  the  b'ght  and 
air  coming  to  the  PlaintiflTs  premises. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  by 
injunction  from  sawing  any  stone  or  other  material,  and  from 
working  any  machinery  upon,  and  from  causing  any  smoke  or 
steam  to  be  emitted  from,  and  from  carrying  on  any  works  or 
business  upon  the  land  at  the  back  of  the  PlaintiflTs  houses,  so  as 
to  cause  any  damage  or  annoyance  to  the  Plaintiflf  or  his  tenants ; 
and  (secondly)  that  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  from  per- 
mitting the  wall  and  staging  erected  by  him  to  remain  erected  so 
as  to  diminish  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  the  windows  at  the 
back  of  the  Plainti£Ts  houses. 

Mr.  ChUty,  Q.C„  and  Mr.  Jason  Smithy  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

In  this  case,  although  the  windows  where  light  is  obstructed  by 
the  Defendant's  buildings  are  not  ancient  lights^  yet,  as  the  assign- 
ment to  the  Defendant  was  subsequent  to  the  Plaintiff's  lease,  he 
.  cannot  be  permitted  under  such  assignment  to  injure  the  PlaintiflTs 
houses,  as  they  both  hold  under  the  same  landlord,  who  cannot 
derogate  from  his  own  grant 

Besides,  the  Defendant,  as  lessee,  had  no  right  to  erect  these 
buildings  on  the  vacant  land.  The  law  is  thus  laid  down  by 
Coke  (1) :  "If  the  tenant  build  a  new  house  it  is  waste." 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls: — That  is  not  the  law  at  the 
present  time.  In  Williams*  Notes  on  Saunders  (2)  it  is  said :  '^  It 
is  a  question  whether  it  is  waste  to  build  a  new  house."    In  Lord 

(1)  Co.  Litt.  53  a.  (2)  Vo'.  ii.  p.  G52. 
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Darcy  v.  Aahworih  (1)  the  law  is  thus  stated :  ^'  A  lessee  may  build        VL  B. 
a  new  house  where  Done  was  before ; "  and  thus  in  Do^  v.  Earl  of       1875 
Burlington  (2) :  "  Upon  the  whole,  there  is  nd  authority  for  saying       joj^g 
that  any  act  can  be  waste  which  is  not  injurious  to  the  inheritance,    ^^^^^ 

either,  first,  by  diminishing  the  value  of  the  estate,  or  secondly,  by 

increasing  the  burthen  upon  it,  or  thirdly,  by  impairing  the  evi- 
dence of  title.  And  this  law  is  distinctly  laid  down  by  Chief 
Justice  BicharcUon  in  Barret  v.  Barrel  "  (3).] 

As  regards  the  question  of  nuisance,  the  evidence  clearly  shews 
that  it  is  such  as  the  Court  will  restrain,  even  though  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  the  occupier  of  the  houses,  as  its  permanent  value  will  be 
diminished.  It  appears  that  the  Plaintiff's  houses  were  let  to 
weekly  tenants,  who  are  not  in  a  position  to  file  a  bill  in  this 
Court;  therefore,  unless  the  Plaintiff  can  obtain  an  injunction,  there 
will  be  no  remedy  whatsoever.  The  bill,  therefore,  is  properly 
framed,  and  a  sufficient  case  is  made  out  to  call  for  the  interference 
of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Southgate^  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Macnaghten,  for  the  Defendant 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. :— - 

I  am  satisfied  this  bill  cannot  be  maintained.  First,  as  regards 
the  lights.  The  windows  are  not  ancient  lights,  and  as  the  lease 
under  which  the  Defendant  claims  is  prior  in  date  to  the  Plain- 
tiff^s,  the  Plaintiff  is  precluded  from  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the 
lights  in  question  under  the  well-known  doctrine  on  which  the  bill 
appears  to  be  founded,  namely,  that  a  landlord  cannot  derogate 
from  his  own  grant. 

But  a  very  ingenious  argument  was  addressed  to  me,  namely, 
that  although  in  truth  the  Defendant's  lease  was  prior  in  date  to  ' 
the  Plaintiff 's,  still  the  Defendant,  by  erecting  these  great  buildings 
on  the  land,  which  are  manifestly  a  great  improvement  in  value  to 
the  property,  is  committing  waste.  Now,  in  my  opinion,  that  is 
not  proved.  As  I  understand  the  law,  the  erection  of  buildings 
upon  land  which  improve  the  value  of  land  is  not  waste.  In  order 
to  prove  waste  you  must  prove  an  injury  to  the  inheritance.    I 

(l;  Hob.  234  (ed.  1724).  (2)  5  B.  &  Ad.  507,  617. 

(3)  Helley,  35. 
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IS.  B.      quite  agree  that  it  is  not  mere  injury  in  the  sense  of  value.    You 
1875       may  prove  an  injury  in  the  sense  of  destroying  identity,  by  what 
Jones       ^  called  destroying  evidence  of  the  owner's  title,  and  that  is  a 
Chappell    ^^^  peculiar  head  of  the  law,  which  has  not  been  extended  in 
—        modem  times.  In  the  lease  in  question,  not  only  is  there  no  cove- 
nant restraining  the  lessee  from  erecting  buildings,  but  there  is  a 
covenant  that  he  will  keep  all  future  buildings  and  erections  in 
repair,  shewing  that  the  erection  of  buildings  was  contemplated. 
Therefore,  so  far  as  the  lease  goes,  it  is  almost  an  implied  license 
to  erect  buildings.    But,  independently  of  license,  we  must  con- 
sider that  if  there  had  been  waste  at  law,  the  landlord  could, 
before  the  abolition  of  the  action  for  waste,  have  brought  an 
action  or  obtained  an  injunction,  and  that  he  would  be  entitled 
to  the  latter  now  if  the  injury  were  8u£3ciently  serious.   It  is  plain 
to  my  mind,  looking  at  the  nature  of  the  works  and  at  what  the 
Defendant  is  doing,  that  the  lessors  could  neither  have  done  the 
one  formerly,  nor  could  they  do  the  other  now.    In  fact,  I  am 
satisfied  it  is  not  waste. 

With  reference  to  the  authorities,  the  doctrine  is  so  well  laid 
down  in  Doe  v.  Earl  of  Burlington  (1),  that  I  do  not  think  I  need 
add  anything  further  to  it  or  to  the  modem  expositions  of  the  law  on 
the  subject.  Therefore,  even  if  it  had  been  pleaded,  I  do  not  think 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  say  that,  because  the  Defendant 
has  done  an  act  which  he  could  not  have  done  lawfully  without 
the  license  of  the  landlord,  he  is  entitled  to  restrain  it  by  injunc- 
tion when  the  landlord  has  given  him  license.  The  argument 
should  be  carried  a  step  further,  and  it  should  be  alleged  that  the 
landlord  has  refused  a  license,  and  declined  to  interfere.  But  the 
owner  in  possession  of  property  erecting  a  building  of  this  kind 
does  not  commit  an  illegal  act  towards  a  stranger  because  some- 
body else  might  or  might  not  have  a  right  to  stop  it  There  is  no 
derivation  of  title  under  the  same  landlord  in  that  sense  at  all. 
It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  if  the  landlord  had  refused  Kcense, 
and  there  had  been  an  act  of  waste,  there  is  any  compulsion  upon 
the  landlord  to  file  a  bill  for  an  injunction,  the  action  of  waste  being 
abolished,  and  he  not  being  able  now  to  recover  possession  of  the 
premises  by  ejectment.    The  utmost  he  could  do  would  be  to  file 

(1)  6  B.  &  Ad.  617. 
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a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  continuing       M.  B. 
the  building.  1875 

Upon  those  grounds,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me  plain,  so  far  as       j^^ 
the  substance  of  the  case  is  concerned,  as  regards  the  light  and  air,    ^    ^' 
that  the  bill  cannot  be  maintained.  

[His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  alleged  nuisance  arising  from 
the  noise  occasioned  by  the  Defendants'  machinery.] 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  as  far  as  I  could  gather,  that  at  the 
time  when  the  bill  was  filed,  but  certainly  shortly  before,  the  two 
houses  were  let  to  weekly  tenants,  and  they  are  both  still  so  let 
and  fully  occupied.  Now,  as  I  understand  the  doctrine  in  Simp- 
son y.  Savage  (1),  the  landlord  in  such  a  case  cannot  bring  an 
action.  The  injury  is  a  temporary  nuisance,  because  the  saws 
might  be  stopped  and  the  steam-engine  might  cease  working  at 
any  moment.  It  is  only  an  injury  to  the  occupier,  and  the  land- 
lord cannot  bring  an  action,  because  before  his  estate  comes  into 
possession  the  nuisance  may  have  ceased,  or  the  person  committing 
it  may  choose  to  make  it  cease  the  moment  the  estate  comes  into 
possession. 

Another  ground  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  might  be 
that  the  existence  of  a  nuisance  of  a  temporarary  character  would 
render  it  more  difficult  for  him  to  let  to  a  future  tenant  or  to  sell. 
But  that  is  said  not  to  be  a  good  ground  of  action,  because  the 
theoretical  diminution  of  the  value  of  the  property  cannot  be 
taken  into  account,  inasmuch  as  the  purchaser  or  the  new  occupier 
would  have  a  right  to  stop  the  nuisance,  so  that  he  ought  not  to 
give  less  on  that  account  than  he  otherwise  would.  It  appears  to 
me  I  am  not  able  to  overrule  Simpson  v.  Savage^  and  that  the 
principles  upon  which  it  was  decided  &pply  as  much  to  weekly 
tenancies  as  to  any  other  tenancies. 

But  then  it  is  said  that,  if  that  is  so,  no  relief  at  all  can  be 
obtained,  and  Mr.  Ja.son  Smith  said  that  there  was  some  doctrine 
of  this  C!ourt  by  which  a  weekly  tenant  could  not  have  an  injunc- 
tion. So  far  as  I  am  aware,  that  has  never  been  decided,  but  I 
should  not  find  the  slightest  difficulty  myself,  if  an  occupier,  being 
a  weekly  tenant,  and  his  landlord  were  to  join  in  a  suit  to  restrain 
a  nuisance,  in  granting  them  an  injunction. 

(1)  1  C.  B.  (N.S.)  347. 


544  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  B. 

M.  B.  I  can  see  no  reason  v/hy  a  weekly  tenancy  may  not  continue 

1875        from  week  to  week  quite  as  long  as  a  yearly  tenancy  from  year  to 

Jones       y^ar ;  because  it  is  not  a  holding  for  one  week,  but  it  is  a  holding 

Chafpelim    ^'^"^  week  to  week.    I  do  not  accede  to  the  doctrine  that  a  weekly 

tenant  could  not  have  an  injunction  to  stop  a  nuisance  which  is 

injurious  to  his  health  and  comfort,  and  prevents  his  residing  ia 
the  rooms  or  house  he  may  occupy.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision 
to  that  effect,  and  I  certainly  should  not  be  the  first  to  make  one. 
[His  Honour  then  referred  to  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  dis- 
missed the  bill,  but,  with  the  Defendant's  consent,  without  costs.] 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Taylor  &  Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Hargrove,  Fotvler,  &  Blunt 


Jtdy  15. 


»f.  R.  FENWICK  V.  EAST  LONDON  BAILWAY  COMPANY. 

^^^  [1875    F.    76.] 

Railway  Company — Erection  of  Mortar  Mill — Nuisance — Injunction — BaUwayt 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  Vict,  c.  20),  ss.  16,  32. 

The  words  '*  purposes  aforesaid,"  in  sect.  32  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  1845,  refer  only  to  the  purposes  mentioned  in  that  section. 
The  remedy  against  the  company  in  such  cases  may  be  by  suit  for  injunction 
as  well  as  by  action  for  damages.  An  act  is  not  "  necessary "  within  the 
16th  section  of  the  said  Act,  merely  because  it  enables  the  company  to  exe- 
cute their  works  more  economically. 

Where  a  railway  company  for  the  construction  of  their  works  erected  a 
mortar-mill  on  part  of  their  land  close  to  the  place  of  business  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, who  complained  of  the  injury  and  annoyance  occasioned  by  the  noise 
and  vibration : — 

Hdd,  that  the  mortar-mill  was  not  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the 
line,  and  an  injunction  granted  accordingly. 

IHE  Plaintiffs  carried  on  business  as  linendrapers  in  WhUe- 
chapel.  The  Defendants  were  constructing  their  line  of  railway  at 
the  rear  and  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  the  Plaintiff' 
premises,  and  had  taken  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway  a  plot 
of  land  adjoining  the  Plaintiffs'  shop  and  premises  in  the  rear  of  the 
shop. 
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In  January,  1875,  the  Defendants,  who  had  previously  exca-       M.  B. 
yated  to  a  conBiderable  depth  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway,       1875 
erected  a  steam-engine  and  pump  on  the  part  of  the  land  which     fenwios 
was  unexcavated.     These  were  afterwards  shifted  nearer  to  the  g^^  lokdon 
Plaintiffs'  shop,  causing  considerable  vibration,  and  on  the  8th  of  Railway  Co. 
June  they  began  to  construct  a  mill  for  grinding  mortar  within 
10  ft.  6  in.  from  the  east  wall  of  the  Plaintiffs'  shop,  and  soon  after 
commenced  working  it. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  vibration  and  noise  occasioned  by  the 
raortar-mill  were  such  as  to  destroy  the  comfort  of  the  Plaintifis, 
and  of  the  occupiers  of  the  premises,  and  of  the  customers ;  that 
their  manager  and  his  wife,  who  resided  in  the  house,  were  unable 
to  sleep  when  the  mortar-mill  was  going,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs' 
business  would  be  most  seriously  injured  unless  the  mill  was 
removed  or  the  working  thereof  stopped. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants,  their  contractors,  servants, 
workmen,  and  agents  might  be  restrained  from  working  the  mor- 
tar-mill, steam-eogine,  and  pump,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  or  injury 
to  the  Plaintiffs;  and,  secondly,  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs,  in  addition  to  or  in  substitution 
for  the  relief  before  prayed,  such  damages  as  the  Court  might 
think  fit  to  award. 

The  Plaintiffs  now  moved  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer  of  the  bill,  and  afiSdavits  were  filed  on  their  behalf  which 
the  Defendants  had  not  an  opportunity  of  answering.  The  nui- 
sance complained  of  mainly  related  to  the  morrar-mill. 

Mr.  Chitty^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  L.  Fields  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in  support 
of  the  motion,  referred  to  Hammersmith  and  City  Railway  Company 
V.  Brand  (1). 

Mr.  FooJcSf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  Brovme,  for  the  Defendants : — 

This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  railway  company  can  be  re- 
strained by  injunction,  fiy  sect.  82  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Aet^ 
18-15,  railway  companies  are  empowered  to  take  and  occupy  land 
60  long  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  railway  or 
of  the  accommodation  works,  and  to  use  the  same  for  the  various 

(1)  Law  Eep,  4  H.  L.  171.  9 
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M.  B.       purposes  therein  mentioned,  and  it  provides  that  in  exercise  of  the 

1875       powers  thereby  given  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company  to  deposit 

Fexwick     Q-^d  also  to  manufacture  and  work  up  upon  such  lands  materials  of 

EAST  London  ^^«^  1^<1  ^sed  for  constructing  the  raUway, and -for  the 

Bailwat  Co.  purposes  aforesaid  "  to  erect  thereon  workshops,  sheds,  and  other 
buildings  of  a  temporary  nature. 

Under  this  section,  coupled  with  the  16th  section,  I  submit  that 
the  company  is  entitled  to  erect  and  to  work  their  mortar-mill, 
which  is  a  building  of  a  temporary  nature  necessary  for  the  rail- 
way works.  The  words  *^  for  the  purposes  aforesaid  "  cannot  be 
limited  to  the  specific  purposes  mentioned  in  the  32nd  section,  but 
must  be  taken  to  include  other  purposes  previously  mentioned  in 
the  Act. 

Besides,  in  the  32nd  section,  the  company  is  protected,  so  far  as 
the  present  proceeding  is  concerned,  by  the  words  **  provided 
always  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  exempt  the  com- 
pany from  an  action  for  nuisance  or  other  injury," — for  those 
words  limit  the  remedy  of  the  aggrieved  party  to  an  action  at  law, 
and  an  action  for  a  nuisance  could  not,  at  the  time  when  this  Act 
was  passed,  have  an  injunction  combined  with  it. 

Turning  to  the  16th  sectioU|  we  find  words  which  completely 
cover  the  present  case,  for  the  railway  company  is  thereby  em- 
powered to  ^  erect  such  houses,  warehouses,  offices,  and  other 
buildings,  yards,  stations,  wharfs,  engines,  machinery,  apparatus, 
and  other  works  and  conveniences  as  they  think  proper."  Now, 
taking  the  words  "  for  the  purposes  aforesaid  "  in  the  32nd  section 
as  including  these  powers  conferred  by  the  16tb,  the  Defendants 
are  clearly  authorized  by  the  Legislature  to  erect  the  mortar-mill 
complained  of.  They  are  also  empowered  to  do  all  other  acts 
necessary  for  making,  maintaining,  altering,  or  repairing,  and  using 
the  railway."  The  making  of  mortar  for  which  this  mill  is  worked 
is  deemed  by  the  company  necessary  for  the  works  of  the  railway. 

The  nuisance,  if  any,  in  this  case  is  only  temporary ;  there  is  no 
structural  injury  to  the  Plaintiffs'  house ;  there  is  nothing  of  the 
nature  of  the  damage  contemplated  in  sect.  68  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  so  as  to  entitle  the  Plaintiffs  to  compensation. 

♦  Mr.  Chitty  in  reply. 
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Sir  G.  Jbssel,  M.E. : —  M.  E. 

The  point  I  am  going  to  decide  is  merely  one  of  law.     I  have        ^^^ 
only  had  the  affidavits  read  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  if  it  was  a     Fenwiok 
case  not  for  an  ex  parte  injunction,  but  for  an  interim  order,  where  east  Londos 
the  other  side  is  served  with  notice  and  has  not  had  an  opportunity  ^^^^^^^  ^\ 
of  answering  the  affidavits.    I  am  clearly  of  opinion  on  the  £acts 
that,  supposing  the  Plaintiffs  are  right  as  to  the  law,  it  is  a  case  for 
that  kind  of  injunction  which  is  not  strictly  an  ex  parte  injunction 
but  which  is  very  much  like  it.    They  give  notice  to  the  other  side, 
they  have  not  had  time  to  answer,  and  therefore  I  shall  give  them 
an  injunction,  subject  to  what  I  am  going  to  say,  on  the  usual 
terms  of  an  undertaking  in  damages,  to  restrain  the  working  of 
this  mortar-mill  until  the  next  motion  day. 

Mr.  Faoks  raises  a  point  of  law  which  is  an  extremely  important 
one,  and  which,  if  I  had  been  less  familiar  with  the  railway  law 
than  I  am,  I  should  have  taken  more  time  to  consider,  and  heard 
more  argument  upon ;  but  having  entertained  for  very  many  years 
past  certain  views  as  to  the  construction  of  these  sections,  which  I 
have  acted  upon  in  practice,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  either  to 
hear  further  argument  or  to  take  time  to  consider. 

The  first  point  raised  was  that  under  the  32nd  section  of  the 
Batlways  Clauses  Act,  the  Defendants,  the  railway  company,  having 
erected  this  mortar-mill  (I  may  confine  my  attention  to  that)  for 
the  purpose  of  making  mortar  to  be  used  in  the  construction  of 
their  railway,  were  entitled  to  continue  the  working  of  that  mor- 
tar-mill, notwithstanding  any  injury  that  might  thereby  be  inflicted 
on  the  Plaintiffs. 

As  I  read  the  32nd  section,  that  is  not  the  true  construction  of 
it.  The  section  empowers  the  company  to  take  lands  for  what  are 
generally  called  temporary  purposes,  and  to  use  the  same  for  the 
following  purposes :  "  for  the  purpose  of  taking  earth  or  soil  ^by 
side-cuttings  therefrom ;  for  the  purpose  of  depositing  spoil  there- 
on ;  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  materials  therefrom  for  the  con- 
struction or  repair  of  the  railway,  or  such  accommodation  works  as 
aforesaid,  or  for  the  purpose  of  forming  roads  thereon."  Not 
one  of  the  purposes  there  mentioned  is  making  mortar;  con- 
sequently that  is  not  within  the  purposes  or  in  the  exercise  of 
the  powers  aforesaid.    The  section  then  provides  that  it  shall  be 
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M.  B.      lawful  for  the  company  to  do  various  things  upon  such  lands,  such 

1875        as  depositing  and  manufacturing  materials  used  in  constructing 

VssyiicK     the  railway,  and  digging  clay,  stone,  gravel,  or  sand,  "  and  for  the 

East  Londok  P^^P^^^es  aforesaid  to  erect  thereon  workshops,  sheds,  and  other 

Kailway  Co.  buildings  of  a  temporary  nature ;  provided  always,  that  nothing  in 

this  Act  contained  shall  exempt  the  company  from  an  action  for 

nuisance  or  other  injury." 

Mr.  FooJcs  argued  that  "  the  purposes  aforesaid  "  did  not  mean  the 
purposes  specifically  mentioned  in  that  section,  but  any  other  pur* 
poses  mentioned  in  the  Act,  including  the  powers  given  by  the 
16th  section. 

First  of  all,  I  do  not  agree  with  him  as  regards  grammar, 
because  there  are  all  sorts  of  intervening  powers,  as  to  which  it  is 
quite  plain  there  are  other  limitations,  and  I  think  that  these  words 
refer  to  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  section,  and  not  to  thope  in 
preceding  sections  at  all.  As  regards  the  16th  section  there  is  an 
express  limitation  of  those  powers  of  a  totally  different  character, 
as  I  shall  have  occasion  to  shew  presently.  Therefore  I  am  of 
opinion  that  **  the  purposes  aforesaid  **  mean  the  purposes  men- 
tioned in  the  32nd  section,  and  no  other. 

That,  of  course,  would  decide  the  question,  but  I  think  there  is 
another  observation  to  be  made.  The  limitation  is  that  **  nothing 
in  this  Act  contained  shall  exempt  the  company  from  an  action  for 
nuisance ;"  and  Mr.  Fooks  argued  that,  even  as  regards  the  powers 
to  which  the  section  related,  the  limitation  shewed  that^  though 
you  might  bring  an  action  for  nuisance,  you  could  not  haye  any 
other  remedy.  I  decline  to  take  so  limited  a  view.  **  Action  for 
nuisance  *'  means  the  legal  remedy  for  nuisance.  In  my  opinion 
the  word  ''  action  "  there  used,  is  not  used  in  the  limited  sense  of 
an  action  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  but  it  is  used  in  the  sense 
of  any  action  a  person  may  take,  either  to  prevent  the  nuisance  ex 
to  get  damages  for  the  nuisance,  such  as  an  action  for  damages. 

Then  there  is  another  point  which  is  exceedingly  technical,  bul 
which  I  think  is  equally  untenable.  In  an  action  for  nuisance 
when  this  Act  was  passed  the  Plaintiff  could  not  claim  a  writ  of 
injunction,  but  can  now ;  and  it  would  be  very  absurd  to  say  that 
if  an  injimction  could  now  be  obtained  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law 
because  the  company  is  not  protected  against  an  action   for 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  OASES.  5i9 

nnisance,  yet  that  the  Legislature  has  prohibited  this  Court,  which       M.  B. 
is  the  original  one  for  issuing  injunctions,  from  giving  the  same        i875 
remedy.    It  would  be  a   most  startling  conclusion.     I  am  of     yeswlck 
opinion,  therefore,  that  if  Mr.  Fooia  was  right  as  to  the  construction  ^      £■ 
of  the  first  part  of  the  32nd  section,  which  I  think  he  is  not,  he  could  Railway  Co. 
not  succeed  under  the  proviso  in  the  second  part  of  the  section. 

Now,  I  must  go  back  to  the  16th  section,  under  which,  if  at  all, 
the  company  can  do  what  is  complained  of.  The  16th  section 
is  in  terms  a  very  wide  section,  and  was  intended  to  be  wide.  It 
allows  the  company,  among  other  things,  to  '*  erect  and  construct 
such  houses,  machinery,  apparatus,  and  other  works  and  conve- 
niences as  they  think  proper."  There  is  no  limit  fas  to  their 
erection.  But  there  is  a  limit  to  the  user;  ^'they  may  do  all 
other  acts  necesseiry  for  making,  maintaining,  altering,  or  repair- 
ing and  using  the  railway  " — that  is  the  user — "  provided  always 
that  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  by  this  or  the  special  Act 
granted,  the  company  shall  do  as  little  damage  as  can  be,  and 
shall  make  full  satisfaction,  in  manner  herein  and  in  the  special 
Act,  and  any  Acts  incorporated  therewith,  provided,  to  all  parties 
interested  for  all  damage  by  them  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
exercise  of  such  powers." 

There  is,  therefore,  a  double  limitation.  They  can  only  use  the 
buildings  and  works  referred  to  for  purposes  necessary,  and  they 
must  do  **  as  little  damage  as  can  be." 

The  first  question  is,  what  do  the  words  "  do  as  little  damage  as 
can  be  "  mean  ?  It  is  settled  that  ^'  to  do  as  little  damage  as  can 
be  "  does  not  mean  make  the  works  without  any  damage,  but  refers 
to  the  mode  of  constructing  and  using  those  works.  Upon  that 
point  there  is  the  authority  of  Beff.  v.  East  and  West  India  Docks 
Company  (1),  where  Lord  Campbell  says :  *'  I  ought  to  have  said  that 
I  do  not  think  the  prosecutors  can  avail  themselves  of  the  proviso 
in  the  6th  &  9th  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  16,  that  in  exercise  of  their  powers 
*  the  company  shall  do  as  little  damage  as  can  be,  and  shall  make 
full  satisfaction.'  I  think  that  section  does  not  apply  to  what  is  to 
be  done  in  the  execution  of  their  powers,  but  to  the  manner  of 
doing  it."  So  that  the  Defendants  could  not  succeed  on  the 
ground  that  they  might  erect  their  mortar-mill  in  some  other  part 
of  the  field  or  place,  and  thereby  it  would  cause  more  damage. 

(I)  2  E.  &  B.  474. 
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M.  B.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  the  limitation  as  to  its  being 

1875        necessary  applies,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does.    It  is  not  pre- 

■EiasrmcK     tended  that  they  cannot  buy  mortar,  or  get  mortar  elsewhere,  or 

Eaot  Londck  ^^^^  ^t  elsewhere.    On  that  point  there  is  authority  also :  Beff.  v. 

Railway  Co.  Wycambe  Railway  Company  (1).  The  question  there  was  as  to  the 
diversion  of  roads  under  the  same  section,  and  Lord  Chief  Justice 
CocJcbum  says  this  (2) :  ''  Then  comes  the  question  whether  the 
diversion  of  this  road  was  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the 
railway.  Mr.  Eeane  contended  at  first  that  it  was  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  railway,  because  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
company  to  construct  the  railway  according  to  the  plan,  and  this 
diversion  had  been  marked  upon  the  plan."  It  was  a  very  strong 
case  in  that  way,  because  they  had  actually  marked  it  on  the  plan 
before  they  went  to  Parliament.  "  He  did  not  with  much  force 
press  this  argument,  and  he  ultimately  gave  it  up.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  was  entitled  to  no  weight.  The  question  is,  was  the  diver- 
sion necessary  for  the  formation  and  construction  of  the  railway  ? 
Necessary  it  was,  perhaps,  in  one  sense,  looking  at  the  convenience 
of  the  company  economically,  but  by  no  means  necessary  in  any 
other  point  of  view."  This  was  exactly  the  case  of  the  mortar ; 
the  company  may  buy  mortar  anywhere,  but  it  may  be  cheaper 
and  more  convenient  to  them  to  make  the  mortar  at  this  place. 
It  is  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  diversion  of  the  road.  '*  But 
we  are  not  to  look  at  the  convenience  of  the  company  alone,  but 
to  the  accommodation  and  convenience  of  th^se  who  have  rights  of 
property  which  are  interfered  with,  of  those  who  have  immediate 
access  to  the  road  or  who  use  it  of  necessity  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  their  business.  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  construction 
of  the  railway  that  the  road  should  have  been  permanently 
diverted ;  it  might  have  been  carried  over  the  railway  or  under  it ; 
it  was  merely  less  expensive  to  the  company  to  divert  the  road  as 
they  have  done  than  to  carry  it  over  or  under  as  they  ought  to 
have  done,  and  as  required  by  the  Act  of  Parliament.  I  think 
that  this  return  is  bad.  It  alleges  that  it  was  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  the  railway,  that  the  road  should  be 
diverted,  and  that  by  virtue  of  the  powers  of  their  Act,  and  the 
Acts  incorporated  therewith,  they  did  permanently  divert  the  road 
The  question  whether  that  is  true  or  not,  turns  entirely  upon  the 
(1)  Law  Eep.  2  Q.  B.  310.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  320. 
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construction  to  be  put  upon  the  term  'necessary/  in  sect.  16.    I       M.  B. 
think  the  meaning  we  ought  to  give  to  the  word  is,  that  it  is  only        1875 
necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  railway  to  permanently     Fenwick 
divert  the  road,  when  the  railway  cannot  be  made  without  so  -^j^  London 
diverting  it."  Railway  Co. 

The  other  judges  agreed.  Mr.  Justice  LuaJi  makes  this  observa- 
tion (1) :  "  Obviously  the  sanction  of  Parliament  to  the  diversion 
of  public  streets,  roads,  and  ways  is  conditional  upon  its  being 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  the  railway,  and  it  never 
was  intended  to  give  to  railway  companies  power  arbitrarily  to 
divert  rivers,  roads,  streets,  or  ways,  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
saving  them  the  expense  of  building  bridges  over  the  railway.  I 
read  the  words  *  for  the  purpose  of  the  construction  of  the  rail- 
way '  as  importing  this  :  when  the  railway  is  to  interfere  with  a 
public  road  or  street  or  river,  so  that  the  two  cannot  be  used 
together,  one  must  give  way  to  the  other,  and  then  they  have 
power  to  make  such  *  diversions  or  alterations  in  the  roads,  streets, 
or  rivers  as  maybe  necessary  in  order  the  more  conveniently  to  carry 
the  same  over  or  under  or  by  the  side  of  the  railway  as  tHey  may 
think  proper.'  Having  power  to  divert  or  alter,;  they  have  the 
choice  of  doing  it  either  by  carrying  it  over  or  under  or  by  the 
side  of  the  railway;  but  that  is  only  conditional  on  its  being 
necessary  to  do  it  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  the  railway. 
There  is  not  a  word  in  the  section  intimating  that  they  have  this 
power  merely  in  order  that  they  may  construct  the  railway  more 
economically,  or  save  expense  to  the  company." 

On  the  principle  here  laid  down  I  have  to  be  satisfied  that  the 
railway  cannot  be  constructed  without  the  mortar  being  made  at 
this  particular  place. 

I  think  the  case  is  concluded  by  the  authorities  (I  should  have 
thought  it  would  have  been  by  good  sense  without  authority),  that 
you  cannot  damage  your  neighbour's  property  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  saving  yourself  a  little  money,  where  it  is  unnecessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  railway ;  and  there  is  a  stronger  reason  in 
this  case  than  in  the  one  last  referred  to  for  holding  this  to  be  the 
true  construction,  because  Mr.  FooJca  has  pressed  on  me  that  the 
compensation  sections  do  not  apply.  It  is  a  case,  he  says^  where 
there  is  no  structural  damage,  and  you  could  not  come  under 

(1)  Law  Pep.  2  Q.  P.  325. 
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M.  R.       the  68th  section,  and  therefore,  if  he  were  right,  they  might  do 

1875       this  injury  to  the  Plaintiffs  without  giving  them  any  compen- 

Fenwiok     sation  at  all.    That  is  an  additional  reason   for  holding  them 

East  London  ^^^^^^7  *^  *^®  terms  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that  they  must  shew 

Railway  Co.  that  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  construct  their  railway,  that  they 

should  inflict  this  damage  on  the  Plaintiffs,    It  is  quite  clear  that 

it  is  not,  and  I  have  no  hesitation,  so  far  as  the  law  is  concerned, 

in  making  the  order,  subject  to  the  undertaking  as  to  damages. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Fields  Boscoe,  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:    Messrs.   Wilson,  Bristows,  & 
Carpmad. 


M.  R.  CHAMBERS  v.  GREEN. 

1875         j^f^ii  Qf  ProhihUion-^Mayor^B  Court — AppliccUion  of  Stranger — Jurisdiction-^ 
JiUn  15  Discretion  of  Superior  Court, 

When  a  writ  of  prohibition  has  been  issned  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the 
Mayor's  Court  on  the  application  of  a  stranger  to  the  suit,  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained unless  he  can  shew  that  the  Court  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  both 
\virh  reference  to  the  facts  and  the  law,  and  then  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion 
with  the  superior  Court  whether  or  not  to  set  it  aside. 

Worihington  v.  Jeffries  (1)  not  followed. 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  prohibition  issued  out 
of  the  Petty  Bag  Office  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  restrain  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Mayor  s  Court. 

The  Plaintiff,  James  Chambers,  carried  on  business  as  a  tobacco 
broker  in  Fenchurch  Street,  within  the  city  of  London,  and  the 

_  _  _  • 

Defendant,  John  James  Green,  also  carried  on  business  in  the  same 
street  and  within  the  City. 

On  the  23rd  of  April,  1873,  Green  called  at  the  Plaintiff  s  office 
and  bought  by  sample  a  case  of  cigars,  the  bulk  of  which  were  in 
bond  at  the  London  Docks,  at  the  price  of  £136  is.  Id.,  including 
brokerage  payable  on  delivery  of  order,  and  a  bought  note  and 
invoice  were  made  out  accordingly. 

Some  time  afterwards.  Green,  being  unable  to  dispose  of  the  cigars, 
requested  Chambers  to  sell  them  for  him,  which  he  did,  for  the 
sum  of  £134  ISs.  id.,  being  £1  5^.  9i.  less  than  the  original 

(1)  Taw  Hep.  10  C.  P.  379. 
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purchase-money.     This  case  of  cigars  was  then  delivered  to  the       M.  B. 
sub-purchaser  from  the  London  Docks,  1875 

On  the  17th  of  June,  1873,  Oreen  called  again  at  Chambers's    CHAJiiBEBs 
office,  and  bought  by  sample  another  case  of  cigars,  also  in  bond  at      q^^ 
the  London  Docks,  for  the  sum  of  £121  2s.  Id,    These  cigars  were,       — 
by  Greenes  order,  delivered  to  a  sub-purchaser  named  Ward,  whose 
place  of  business  was  within  the  city  of  London, 

On  the  23rd  of  November,  1873,  Oreen  paid  to  Chambers  the 
sum  of  £83  on  account  On  the  7th  of  January,  1874,  Chambers 
sent  in  to  Oreen  an  account  shewing  the  balance  due  from  him, 
and,  the  amount  not  having  been  paid,  on  the  8th  of  June,  1875, 
he  made  out  a  further  account,  shewing  a  balance  of  £79  12s,  4(2., 
including  interest,  to  be  then  due,  and  caused  an  action  to  be 
entered  in  the  Mayor's  Court  for  balance  of  account  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  by  Chambers  to  Oreen  for  duty  thereon  and 
interest 

On  the  18th  of  June,  1875,  judgment  was  signed  in  the  action 
for  default  of  appearance,  and  execution  issued. 

On  the  21st  of  June,  1875,  the  Defendant  applied  at  the 
Mayor's  Court  for  an  order  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  execu- 
tion on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  been  served  with  copy  bill 
or  other  process,  and  it  was  ordered  that  on  payment  into  Court 
by  the  Defendant  of  the  amount  of  the  levy  under  the  execution 
and  the  expenses,  the  judgment  signed  against  him  by  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  all  subsequent  proceedings  thereon,  be  satisfied. 

On  the  23rd  of  June,  1875,  a  writ  of  prohibition  was,  on  the 
application  of  John  Wriffhi,  the  clerk  to  the  Defendant's  attorneys, 
issued  out  of  the  Petty  Bag  Office  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
alleging  that  the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim 
against  the  Defendant  did  not,  nor  did  any  part  thereof,  arise  or 
accrue  within  the  city  of  London  or  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Mayor's  Court,  and  prohibiting  the  Plaintiff  from  further  proceed- 
ing in  the  said  action. 

Mr.  Chitly,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Orantham,  for  the  Plaintiff,  in  support 
of  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  writ : — 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  Mayor's  Court  for  an  account 
stated,  though  there  appears  to  have  been  some  irregularity  in  its 
Vou  XX.  2B  2 
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H.  R  form.  That  however  can,  if  necessary,  be  amended.  If  the  action 
1S75  was  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  as  the  contracts  were  both  made 
Cham^bbs  within  the  City  and  the  goods  delivered  within  the  City,  except  as- 
to  the  small  balance  of  £1  5a.  9(2.  due  in  respect  of  the  first  case 
of  cigars,  the  whole  cause  of  action  may  be  said  to  have  arisen 
within  the  city  of  London^  and  the  Court  will  not  take  so  trifling 
a  sum  into  account  when  asked  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  prohibition 
obtained  by  a  stranger.  This  lies  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
superior  Court :  In  re  Forster  (1) ;  Mayor,  do.,  of  London  v* 
Cox  (2). 

Mr.  Jnee,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  L.  E.  Olyn,  in  support  of  the  writ : — 

The  writ  of  prohibition  was  in  this  case  properly  granted.  The 
goods  in  question  must  have  been  taken  to  have  been  delivered  to 
the  sub-purchaser  at  the  docks,  and  as  the  action  was  properly  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  cause  of  action  was  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Mayor's  Court  It  may  be  said  that  part  of  the 
goods  was  delivered  to  a  purchaser  whose  place  of  business  was 
within  the  City ;  but  that  is  not  enough,  for  if  the  whole  cause 
of  action  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Mayor's  Court,  the 
writ  of  prohibition  must  stand.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Mayor's 
Court  has  been  much  restricted  of  late  in  consequence  of  the 
decisions  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas :  CooJce  v.  QiU  (3)  ;  J?oWn- 
$on  V.  Emanuel  (4)  ;  Worthinffton  v.  Jeffries  (5). 

Mr.  Oswald,  for  the  Defendant  Oreen. 

Sib  G.  JsssELy  M.B.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  con- 
tinned : — 

There  plainly  was  jurisdiction  in  the  Mayor's  Court,  except  as 
to  the  sum  of  £1  5$.  9d.  The  contracts  were  made  in  the  City 
between  persons  carrying  on  business  in  the  City,  and  the  second 
box  of  cigars  was  brought  up  from  the  docks  by  the  direction  of 
the  purchaser  and  delivered  to  a  sub-purchaser  within  the  City. 

The  law  is  well  settled  that  when  a  stranger  comes  to  a  superior 

(1)  4  B.  &  S.  187.  (3)  Law  Rep.  8  C.  P.  107. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  2  H.  L.  239.  (4)  Ibid.  9  0.  P.  414. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  10  C.  P.  379. 
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Court  for  a  writ  of  prohibition/ he  must  shew  that  the  inferior       M.  R. 
Court  is  exceeding  its  jurisdiction  both  in  fact  and  law,  and  that  it       ^875 
is  a  matter  of  discretion  whether  or  not  the  superior  Court  shall    Chambers 
set  it  aside.    In  the  case  of  In  re  Forsier  (1),  Cochbum,  C.  J.,  says :      gbeek. 

"  I  entirely  concur  in  the  proposition  that,  although  the  Court  will       

listen  to  a  person  who  is  a  stranger,  and  who  interferes  to  point 
out  that  some  other  Court  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  whereby 
some  wrong  or  grievance  has  been  sustained,  yet  that  is  not  ex 
dehiio  justitise,  but  a  matter  upon  which  the  Court  may  properly 
exercise  its  jurisdiction,  as  distinguished  from  a  case  of  a  party 
a^rieved,  who  is  entitled  to  relief  ex  dAUo  justitUe  if  he  suffers 
from  the  usurpation  of  jurisdiction  by  another  Court." 

The  same  point  came  indirectly  before  the  House  of  Lords,  in 
Mayofy  dtCf  of  London  y.  Oox  (2),  when  WiUes,  J.,  after  citing 
the  passage  from  the  judgment  of  Cockbum,  C.J.,  in  the  case  of 
In  re  Forsier^  which  he  adopted,  added,  *'  Such  a  discretion,  once 
exercisedi  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  review  in  a  Court  of 
Error  " 

In  that  view  of  the  case  eight  Judges  concurred. 

On  the  other  side  there  is  the  recent  case  of  Worthinffton  v. 
Jeffries  (3),  where  it  appears  to  have  been  held  that,  when  a  supe- 
rior Court  is  clearly  of  opinion  both  with  reference  to  the  facts 
and  the  law  that  an  inferior  Court  is  exceeding  its  jurisdiction,  it 
is  bound  to  grant  a  writ  of  prohibition,  whether  the  applicant  is 
the  Defendant  below  or  a  stranger. 

Here  we  have  the  opinions  of  three  Judges  against  eight,  and  I 
elect  to  follow  the  opinion  of  the  greater  number,  which  appears 
to  be  in  accordance  with  common  sense,  and  lays  down  the  rule 
that  when  both  parties  to  the  action  wish  the  inferior  Court  to 
decide  it  a  stranger  should  not  as  a  matter  of  course  prevent  it. 
I  take  this  view,  and  hold  that  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
superior  Court,  and  in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  I  discharge 
the  writ  of  prohibition  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Rivington  &  Son. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Crook  &  Smith. 

(1)  4  B.  &  S.  187, 199.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.  239 

(3)  Law  Rep.  10  C.  P.  379. 
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M.R.  WEBB  V.  EARLK 

*^^  [1875    W.    156.] 

Company — Preferential  Dividend — Payment  of  Arrears  out  of  subsequent 

Profits. 

The  directors  of  a  limited  company,  under  the  authority  of  the  articles  of 
association,  and  with  the  sanction  of  a  general  meetingi  issued  preference 
capital  carrying  a  dividend  at  £10  per  cent,  per  annum,  payahle  half- 
yearly  : — 

ffeldj  on  demurrer,  that,  if  the  profits  of  any  year  were  insufficient  to  psy 
the  dividend  in  full  to  the  preference  shareholders,  the  deficiency  might  be 
made  good  out  of  subsequent  profits. 

Demurrer. 

The  West  India  and  Panama  Telegraph  Company^  Limited,  was 
registered  under  the  Companies  Aet,  1862,  on  the  30th  of  July, 
1870,  with  a  capital  of  £650,000,  divided  into  65,000  shares  of 
£10  each. 

The  39th,  41st,  and  95th  articles  of  association  provided  as  fol- 
lows : — 

39.  *'  The  directors  may,  with  the  sanction  of  a  special  resolution  of 
the  company  preyiously  given  in  a  general  meeting,  increase  the 
capital  of  the  company  by  the  issue  of  new  shares,  such  aggregate 
increase  to  be  of  such  amount,  and  to  be  divided  into  shares  of 
such  respective  amounts,  with  such  rights  and  privileges,  or  with 
such  restrictions  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  company 
in  general  meeting  directs,  or,  if  no  direction  is  given,  as  the 
directors  think  expedient." 

41.  **  Any  capital  raised  by  the  creation  of  new  shares  shall, 
unless  otherwise  directed  by  the  resolution  of  the  general  meeting, 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  original  capital,  such  new  shares  shall 
in  every  respect  be  subject  to  the  same  provisions  with  reference  to 
the  payment  of  calls,  transfer,  and  forfeiture  of  shares  on  non-pay- 
ment of  calls  or  otherwise  as  if  they  had  been  part  of  the  original 
capitaL" 

95.  "  The  directors  may,  with  the  sanction  of  the  company  at 
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the  ordinary  general  meeting,  declare  a  dividend  to  be  paid  to  the  M.  R. 
members  in  proportion  to  their  shares,  and  may  also  at  their  1875 
discretion  declare  an  interim  dividend  at  any  rate  not  exceeding  Yizm 
£10  per  cent,  per  annum."  Ei^LE. 

On  the  17th  of  March,  1873,  at  an  extraordinary  general  meet- 
ing  held  pursuant  to  notice,  it  was  resolved :  "  That  the  capital  of 
the  company  be  increased  by  the  issue  of  25,000  new  shares  of 
£10  each,  such  shares  being  preference  shares,  with  such  amount  of 
preferential  dividend,  and  with  or  without  a  power  of  redemption 
on  terms  to  be  arranged,  and  with  or  without  the  option  within  a 
specified  time  of  turning  the  preference  shares  into  ordinary  stock, 
and  with  or  without  such  other  rights  and  privileges,  and  with  such 
restrictions,  and  to  be  issued  at  such  price  and  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  directors  of  the  said  company  may  deem  ex- 
pedient, such  shares  to  be  offered  to  the  members  of  the  company 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  existing  shares  held  by  them  in 
pursuance  of  Article  40  of  the  articles  of  association." 

The  resolution  having  been  duly  confirmed,  a  letter,  dated  the 
2nd  of  May,  1873,  was  addressed  by  the  secretary  to  all  the  share- 
holders, inclosing  a  copy  of  the  said  resolution,  stating  the  position 
of  the  company  and  containing  the  following  paragraph : — 

''The  preference  capital  authorized  is  £250,000,  carrying 
dividend  at  £10  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  half-yearly,  and 
entitled  to  a  pro  rata  participation  in  surplus  dividends  after  £10 
per  cent,  has  been  paid  on  tlie  ordinary  share  capital  of  £650,000.'' 

The  new  preference  shares  were  offered  to  the  existing  share- 
holders, and  were  all  allotted.  A  copy  of  the  resolution,  and  of 
the  terms  of  issue,  as  above  stated,  were  indorsed  on  the  share 
certificates. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1874,  at  an  extraordinary  general  meeting, 
it  was  resolved  to  increase  the  capital  of  the  company  by  the  issue 
of  10,000  new  ordinary  shares  of  £10  each,  and  10,000  new  second 
preference  shares  of  £10  each,  with  cumulative  preferential  dividend 
at  the  rat«  of  £10  per  cent  per  annum,  to  rank  after  the  existing 
preference  shares  of  £250,000. 

Of  the  second  preference  shares  £34,580  were  allotted  and 
subscribed  for. 


Kable. 
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M.  II.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  owner  of  fifty  ordinary  shares 

1875  in  the  company,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  ordinary 
Webb  shareholders  in  the  company,  except  such  of  the  Defendants  as 
were  ordinary  shareholders,  against  certain  of  the  first  preference 
shareholders  and  one  of  the  second  preference  shareholders  (as 
representing  the  other  preference  shareholders  of  both  classes)  and 
the  company,  and  after  certain  allegations  (which,  so  far  as  material, 
have  been  hereinbefore  stated)  it  alleged  as  follows : — 

That  the  revenue  account  furnished  for  the  year  ending  the 
30th  of  September,  1873,  shewed  a  balance  only  of  £5690,  which 
it  was  considered  necessary  to  apply  to  tlie  reserve  fund,  and  was 
so  applied ;  but  the  accountants  of  the  company,  with  the  privity 
and  consent  of  the  directors  and  the  Defendants,  the  preference 
shareholders,  placed  "  to  the  credit  of  the  preference  shareholders 
in  suspense  "  the  amount  of  the  dividend  on  the  calls  paid  by  them 
to  the  30th  of  September,  1873 : 

That  in  the  balance  sheet  of  the  directors  up  to  the  31st  of 
December,  1874,  there  was  a  balance  in  favotir  of  the  company  of 
£2925,  which  was  carried  to  the  general  reserve  account,  but  that 
the  directors,  although  there  were  no  profits  available  for  division, 
had  in  their  account  credited  ^Hhe  preference  shareholders  in 
suspense "  with  the  sum  of  £36,682  first  preference  unpaid  divi- 
dends, being  a  dividend  which  they  alleged  to  be  applicable  to  the 
shares  of  the  first  of  the  said  issues  of  preference  shares,  and  the 
sum  of  £445,  which  they  alleged  to  be  applicable  to  the  dividends 
on  the  second  issue  of  preference  shares : 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff,  re- 
presenting the  ordinary  shareholders  of  the  company,  was  entitled 
in  every  year  to  receive  a  dividend  on  his  shares  after  the  prefer- 
ence shareholders  under  the  first  of  the  issues  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned had  been  paid  £10  per  cent,  for  the  year  in  question, 
and  the  preference  shareholders  under  the  second  issue  had 
received  £10  per  cent,  for  the  current  and  previous  years ;  and  that 
the  preference  shareholders  under  the  first  issue  were  not  entitled 
to  make  up  the  deficiency  or  failure  of  any  previous  year  out  of  the 
dividends  of  the  current  years. 

The  Defendants  demurred  to  the  Plaintiff's  bill  for  want  of 
equity. 
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Mr.  Davey,  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  Bomer,  for  the  Defendantefy  in  support       M.  B. 
of  the  demurrer : —  1875 


This  bill  cannot  be  sustained.    The  articles  of  association  re-       Webb 


V. 


ferred  to  in  the  bill  fully  authorized  the  resolution  of  the  general  Eablb. 
meeting,  and,  there  being  nothing  to  limit  the  preferential  divi- 
^end  to  the  profits  of  the  current  year,  the  directors  were  acting 
within  their  powers  in  canying  a  portion  of  the  profits  of  a  subse- 
quent year  to  the  account  of  the  dividend  of  the  preference  share- 
holders for  the  year  when  the  profits  were  insufficient  to  make  up 
the  guaranteed  £10  per  cent 

The  case  is  governed  by  Henry  y.  Oreat  Northern  Railway  Comr 
jpany  (1).  In  that  case  preference  shares  in  the  company  had  been 
issued  under  Parliamentary  authority,  and  the  resolution  for  issuing 
them  provided  that  they  should  bear  a  preferential  dividend  at  a 
fixed  rate,  and  it  was  held  that  if  the  profits  at  any  period  of  dis- 
tribution were  insufficient  to  pay  in  full  the  dividends  due  to  the 
preference  shareholders,  the  arrears  must  be  paid  out  of  subsequent 
profits.  The  same  principle  was  followed  in  Carry  v.  Londonderry 
and  Enniskitten  BailuHiy  Company  (2);  8turge  v.  Eastern  Union 
Batlway  Company  (3)  ;  Crwwford  v.  North-Eastern  Railway  Com- 
pany  (4) ;  Coates  v.  Nottingham  Waierworks  Company  (5). 

Mr.  Hastings,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  CuUeVy  for  the  Plaintiff,  in 
support  of  the  bill : — 

The  resolution  of  the  general  meeting  under  which  the  prefer- 
ence shares  were  created  must  be  controlled  by  reference  to  the 
articles.  By  Article  41,  the  dividend  on  the  preference  shares  was 
not  to  exceed  £10  per  cent,  per  annum.  This  cannot  be  taken  as 
giving  the  preference  shareholders  a  right  to  have  their  back  divi- 
dends made  good  out  of  subsequent  profits  to  the  detriment  of  the 
•ordinary  shareholders. 

[They  referred  to  In  re  London  India  RuHber  Company  (6).] 

Sir  6.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  are  right    The  words  are 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  606.  (4)  3  K.  &  J.  723. 

(2)  29  Beav.  263.  (5)  30  Beav.  86. 

<3)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  158.  (6)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  519. 
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M.  n.       very  simple.  The  resolution  authorized  the  capital  of  the  company 
1875        to  be  "  increased  by  the  issue  of  25,000  new  shares  of  £10  each,  such 
Webb       shares  being  preference  shares,  with  such  amount  of  preferential 
Earlb       dividend,  and  with  or  without  a  power  of  redemption  on  terms  to 
—       be  arranged,  and  with  or  without  the  option  within  a  specified 
time  of  turning  the^preference  shares  into  ordinary  stock,  and  with 
or  without  such'other  rights  and  privileges,  or  with  such  restric- 
tions, and  to  be  issued  at  such  price  and  on  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  the  directors  of  the  said  company  may  deem  expedient." 
Cionsequently^these  shares  must  be  part  of  the  capital  entitled  to 
preferential  dividend,  whatever  that  may  mean. 

Then  the  directors  exercise  the  power  by  a  contract  by  letter. 
The  preferential  capital  authorized  is  £250,000,  carrying  dividend 
at  £10  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  half-yearly,  and  entitled  to  a 
pro  rata  participation  in  surplus  dividends  after  £10  per  cent,  has 
been  paid  on  the  ordinary  share  capital  of  £650,000. 

Now  it  has  been  said  in  Henry  v.  Great  Northern  Bailway  Con^ 
l^iny  (1),  that  there  is  no  magic  in  the  word  "  dividend  *' ;  it  may 
be  interest,  or  it  may  be  an  aliquot  proportion  of  dividend,  or  it 
may  be  the  dividend  itself,  that  is,  the  fund  to  be  divided, — what  it 
means  can  only  be  decided  by  looking  at  the  words  used  in  the 
case  in^question.  Here  the  shareholders  are  told  that  the  new 
capital  carries  dividend  at  the  rate  of  £10  per  cent,  per  annum, 
payable  half-yearly.    What,  then,  does  "  dividend  "  here  mean  ? 

Whenf you  look  at  the  resolution,  articles,  and  letter  together,  it 
clearly  means  this,  that  the  dividend  on  the  preference  shares  is 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  dividend  declared,  if  there  is  one, — in  other 
words,  that  the  right  is  restricted  to  this,  that  it  is  to  be  paid  out 
of  what  is  declared  so  far  as  it  will  go,  and  that  the  preference 
shareholders  cannot  get  any  more,  and  that  they  cannot  get  it 
when  there  is  no  dividend  declared.  They  are  to  have  it  if  there 
is  anything  to  pay ;  if  there  is  nothing  to  pay  they  are  to  go 
without  until  there  is  something  to  pay ;  but  it  does  not  mean  that 
if  there  is  not  enough  to  pay  one  half  year  they  are  not  to  have  it 
the  next  half  year,  or  the  third  or  fourth  or  fifth  half  year. 

The  case  is  exactly  the  same  as  that  put  by  Lord  Justice  Knight 
Bruce  in  Henry  v.  Great  Northern  Bailway  Company  (2),  from 
(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  606.  (2)  1  De  G.  &  J.  643. 


Trustees  Rdief  Act — Payment  into  Court — Costs, 

The  trustees  of  a  trust  fund  to  which  their  cestui  que  trust  has  become 
entitled  in  default  of  appointment  by  a  tenant  for  life,  are  justified  in  paying 
it  over  to  him  on  being  informed  in  writing  by  the  solicitor  to  the  parties 
that  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  no  appointment  has  been  made ;  and  would 
be  free  from  liability  in  doing  sa 

Trustees  who  under  such  circumstances  pay  the  trust  fund  into  Court 
under  the  Trustees  Relief  Act  will  not,  as  a  rule,  be  entitled  to  their 
costs. 

In  re  WyUy's  Tmsts  (1)  explained. 

±  HIS  was  a  Petition  by  Biehard  Cull,  for  the  payment  to  him  of 

a  trnst  fund  which  had  been  paid  into  Court  under  the  Tntstees 

Belief  Act. 

(1)  28  Beav.  458. 
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which  this  case,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  fairly  distinguishable.    He       M.  R. 
says  this :  "  A.,  B.,  and  C  are  partners  in  a  trade,  each  having  con-       1875 
tributed  an  equal  share  of  capital,  but  they  agree  that  out  of  the       Webb 
profits  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  shall  preferably,  and  in  the  first      Ei^'us. 

instance,  be  paid  to  A.  on  his  portion  of  the  capital.    The  division        

of  the  profits  among  them  is  agreed  to  be  and  is  periodically  made. 
At  one  of  the  periodical  divisions  the  profits  fall  short  of  a  suffici- 
ency to  pay  this  amount  to  A.,  from  the  time  to  which  out  of  the 
profits  his  interest  had  previously  been  paid.  Is  the  deficiency  not 
afterwards  to  be  made  good  to  him  from  profits  more  than  adequate 
to  answer  it?    I  have  heard  no  reason  why  not." 

It  really  comes  to  npthing  more  than  that.  The  preference 
shareholders  are  to  have  a  dividend  of  £10  per  cent,  per  annum, 
but  it  is  to  be  paid  as  on  preference  capital,  that  is,  so  far  as 
the  profits  shall  extend ;  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  them  going 
to  the  profits  of  a  subsequent  period  when  they  are  sufficient  to 
make  it  up.    I  therefore  allow  the  demurrer. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Farrer,  French,  d:  TcUham. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Bircham  &  Co. 


In  re  CULL'S  TRUSTS.  M.  B. 


1875 
July  81. 
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31.  B.  By  a  settlement  made  on  the  Petitioner's  marriage,  certain  tmst 

1875  property  was  settled  in  trust  for  the  Petitioner's  intended  wife  for 

j^  „  her  life,  for  her  separate  nse,  and,  if  she  should  die  in  his  lifetime, 

gLL'g  ^]^Q^  jj^  ^j-ijg^  fQ|,  g^Q]j  person  and  for  such  purposes  as  she  should 

by  her  will  or  by  deed  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment in  trust  for  the  Petitioner  absolutely. 

Mrs.  OuU  died  on  the  Ist  of  December,  1874,  and  without 
having,  so  far  as  appeared,  exercised  her  power  of  appointment  by 
deed.  At  the  time  of  her  death  the  property  subject  to  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement  consisted  of  the  sum  of  £1010  3a.  lOi.  Consols, 
the  dividends  on  which  had  been  paid  to  her  or  to  the  Petitioner 
by  her  direction. 

The  Petitioner,  after  his  wife's  death,  applied  to  the  then 
trustees,  the  executors  of  the  last  surviving  trustee  of  the  settle- 
ment, for  a  transfer  of  the  stock ;  they  did  not,  however,  comply 
with  his  request  on  the  ground  of  the  possibility  of  Mrs.  CtiU 
having  exercised  her  power  of  appointment,  whereupon  the  soli- 
citors who  acted  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  CuU  wrote  to  the  solicitor  of 
the  trustees  as  follows : — 

**  Mrs.  CuUy  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  since  her  marriage 
never  employed  any  solicitors  but  ourselves,  and  we  believe  there 
is  not  the  slightest  ground  for  supposing  that  any  appointment 
ever  took  place,  nor  had  the  trustees  notice  of  any.  The  settle- 
ment has  always  remained  in  our  office.  We  are  quite  willing  to 
satisfy  you  as  to  any  explanation  you  may  require,  and  to  give  a 
statutory  declaration  to  that  effect,  and  one  by  Mr.  CiiU  also.  We 
object  to  the  trust  fund  being  paid  into  Court." 

The  solicitor  of  the  trustees  took  the  opinion  of  an  eminent 
conveyancer  on  the  question  referred  to,  and  he  advised  that, 
though  funds  were  constantly  paid  by  trustees  to  cestuis  que  irud 
under  similar  circumstances,  yet,  if  the  trustees  desired  to  do  so, 
they  would  be  justified  in  paying  the  money  into  Court,  and 
would  be  allowed  their  costs :  Be  Wylhfs  Trusts  (1) ;  and  the 
more  so  that  they  were  not  strictly  trustees,  but  executors  of  a 
surviving  trustee.  He  then  stated  the  evidence  which  the  trustees 
should  require  if  they  did  not  pay  the  money  into  Court. 

(1)  28  Beav.  458. 
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The  trustees  thereupon  transferred  the  trust  fund  into  Courts       M.  B. 
and  this  Petition  was  now  presented  praying  for  its  transfer  to  the        1875 

Petitioner,  and  that  the  trustees  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  j^^ 

costs  of  the  transfer  into  Court,  and  of  the  present  application.  Tnvm. 

Mr.  Chitty,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Millar,  for  the  Petitioner. 

Mr.  Inee,  Q.C.,  for  the  trustees : —  " 

Where  trustees  entertain  hondfide  doubts  as  to  the  persons 
entitled  to  a  trust  fund,  they  are  justified  in  paying  it  into  Court : 
In  re  Lane^s  Trust  (1).  In  this  case  they  were  advised  by  an 
eminent  counsel  that  they  might  properly  pay  the  money  into 
Court,  on  the  authority  of  Be  WyUy'e  Trusts  (2),  and,  even  if  they 
have  acted  with  extreme  caution,  it  is  not  a  case  in  which  they 
should  be  made  liable  for  the  costs. 

SiB  G  Jessel,  M  Jl. : — 

If  there  had  been  no  such  case  as  Be  WyUy's  Trusts^  and  no 
such  opinion  as  that  referred  to,  I  should  probably  have  made 
the  trustees  pay  the  costs  of  the  transfer  of  the  fund  into  Court. 
They  had  no  notice  of  any  appointment  by  the  lady,  and  no 
ground  for  believing  that  any  appointment  had  ever  been  made. 
The  solicitors  who  had  acted  for  Mrs.  CuU  from  the  time  of  her 
marriage  wrote' to  say  that  there  was  not  the  slightest  ground  for 
supposing  that  she  had  made  any  appointment.  The  trustees  had, 
therefore,  fully  discharged  their  duty,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
they  could  not  have  been  made  liable  if  they  had  then  paid  over 
the  fund  to  the  Petitioner,  even  [if  an  appointment  had  been  sub- 
sequently discovered. 

In  the  case  of  Be  WyUy's  Trusts  the  late  Master  of  the  Bolls 
said:  ''The  trustees  had  a  right  to  satisfactory  evidence  that 
Mrs.  Wylly  had  made  no  appointment  of  the  fund,"  by  which,  I  un- 
derstand him  to  mean  such  evidence  as  a  conveyancer  ^woidd 
require.  A  letter  from  the  solicitor  in  such  a  case  would  be  quite 
sufficient ;  some  practitioners  require  a  statutory  declaration,  but 
it  is  superfluous.    I  do  not  understand  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 

(1)  24  L.  T.  (O.S.)  181.  (2)  28  Beav.  458. 
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M.  II.       intended  more,  otherwise  in  every  case  trustees  would  have  to  pay 

1875        the  money  into  Court,  and  Lord  BomiUifs  judgment  does  not 

j„  ^       warrant  any  such  conclusion. 
^^^J^         But  though  I  think  it  is  quite  clear,  yet  as  the  point  does  not 

appear  free  from  doubt  or  ambiguity  to  other  minds,  I  do  not 

think  that  I  shall  make  these  trustees,  who  have  acted  with  such, 
over-caution,  in  this,  the  first  case  of  the  kind  that  has  come  before 
me,  pay  the  costs  of  the  transfer  into  Court ;  but  I  wish  it  to  be 
understood  that  the  next  set  of  trustees  who  come  before  me 
having  so  acted  must  pay  the  costs.  There  will  be  no  costs  of 
the  present  application. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Messrs.  Smithy  Stenning,  &  Croft. 
Solicitor  for  the  trustees :  Mr.  Wynne  E.  Baxter. 


M.  R.  BERESFORD  v.  BROWNING. 

^  [1861    B.    303.] 

•^!5^-  BROWNING  V.  BERESFORD. 

[1861    B.    302.] 

Partnership — Agreement  as  to  Payment  hy  Surviving  Partners  of  Deceased 

Partner's  Share — Joint  and  Severed  LiabUiiy. 

By  an  agreement  between  A.j  B,,  C,  and  2).,  four  partners  in  a  mercantile 
business,  afcer  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  that  all  the  partners  had  con- 
siderable sums  of  money  employed  in  the  business  as  floating  capital,  which 
it  might  be  impracticable  or  highly  detrimental  for  the  others  of  them  to 
repay  or  advance  from  the  said  business  immediately  after  the  retirement  or 
decease  of  either  of  them,  it  was  agreed  between  and  by  A.,  B,^  C^  and  D^ 
that  in  case  of  either  of  them  retiring  from  the  co-partnership  business^  or 
departing  this  life  during  the  coutinuanoe  thereof,  then  and  in  such  case  the 
continuing  or  surviving  partners  or  partner  should  not  be  compelled  by  such 
retiring  partner,  or  by  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  deceased 
partner,  to  repay  to  him  or  them  his  or  their  share  in  the  said  co-partnership 
business  immediately,  but  the  clear  balance,  as  ascertained  from  the  last 
stock-taking,  due  to  such  retiring  or  deceased  partner,  together  with  any 
additional  capital  (if  auy),  should  be  repaid  out  of  the  busiuess  by  the  con- 
tinuing or  surviving  partners  by  instalments,  as  therein  mentioned,  until  the 
whole  amount  should  be  fully  paid  or  discharged,  unless  the  siurviving  or 
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continamg  partners  sbould  wish  to  pay  such  share  or  balance  at  an  earlier        M.  B. 
period^  which  they  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  do : —  ^g_- 

EM^  that  the  agreement  was  merely  an  arrangement  as  to  the  mode  of         ^^v^ 
discharging  a  pre-existing  Joint  and  several  liability,  and  was  not  intended  to    BsnESFOBD 
alter  the  nature  of  the  liability : 

Edd^  farther,  that  if  the  agreement  did  create  a  new  liability,  such  new 
liability  arising  out  of  a  contract  by  a  mercantile  partnership  was  in  equity 
several,  and  not  joint  merely. 


r. 
Bbowstino. 


BBowKora 
Bebesfobd. 


\JN  the  20th  of  Febraary,  1855,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  James  Browning^  WiUiam  Browning^  Henry  Browning^ 
and  Francis  Brcmming^  which  was  as  follows : — 

"  Whereas  the  said  parties  hereto,  together  with  William  Hard- 
vnek  Browning^  now  deceased,  did  previous  to  his  death,  and  the 
said  parties  hereto  have  since  that  event  continued  to  carry  on 
business  together  as  oil  merchants  in  co-partnership,  and  an  agree- 
ment dated  the  10th  day  of  November,  1852,  was  entered  into 
between  and  signed  by  them,  and  which  agreement  defined  the 
proportions  of  their  respective  interest  in  the  said  business ;  and 
whereas  it  is  now  understood  and  agreed  between  and  by  the  said 
parties  hereto  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  January,  1853, 
the  profits  of  the  said  business,  after  deducting  all  outgoings, 
rents,  and  other  expenses,  should  be  divided  between  them  in  the 
portions  after  stated,  and  that  this  agreement  shall  be  considered 
as  the  basis  of  the  partnership  in  continuation  of  the  before-men- 
tioned agreement ;  Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the  premises 
and  of  the  said  co-partnership,  and  of  the  mutual  engagements 
between  them,  before  and  hereinafter  mentioned.  It  is  hereby 
agreed  by  and  between  them  the  said  James  Brauming,  William 
Brouming,  Henry  Brotcning,  and  Francis  Brovming,  that  they 
shall  henceforward  continue  in  co-partnership  in  the  said  business 
of  oil  merchants  in,  by,  and  under  the  name,  style,  and  firm  of 
James,  William,  &  HefMry  Brouming  &  Co.  And  also  that  after 
payment  of  the  rents  hereinafter  agreed  on  and  specified,  and 
interest  of  capital  belonging  to  each  other  employed  in  the  said 
business,  and  all  other  outgoings  and  expenses  of  the  said  business, 
the  clear  profits  of  the  said  business  shall  be  divided  between  them 
from  time  to  time  in  the  proportions  following:  four  twelfth 
parts  thereof  to  the  said  James  Browning,  three  twelfth  parts 
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M.  B.  thereof  to  the  said  WtHiam  Browningy  thiee  twelfth  parts  thereof 

1875  to  the  said  Senry  Broioninff,  and  two  twelfth  parts  thereof  to  the 

Bbbesford  said  Francis  Brovoning.     And  also  that  they  shall  continue  to 

BBowNnro.  ^^^^^7  ^^  *^®  said  business  at  the  above-mentioned  house.  No.  113, 

^ St.  John  Street*  and  the  yard  and  warehouses  at  the  back  thereof, 

BbOWKCBTO  .  -rr 

«.         formerly  the  Windmill  Inn  Yard.    And  also  that  the  busiaess 

'   shall  pay  the  rent  as  heretofore,  and  all  taxes,  rates,  assessments, 

and  charges  whatsoever,  whether  parliamentary,  parochial,  or 
otherwise,  which  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  co-partnership 
shall  be  taxed,  rated,  charged,  assessed,  or  imposed  on  the  said 
premises  or  any  part  thereof.     And  also  clerks  and  servants' 
wages,  coals,  and  lights,  as  heretofore  paid  out  of  and  borne  by  the 
said  co-partnership  business  before  the  said  division  of  profits. 
And  whereas  the  said  J.  Browning  and  all  other  the  said  parties 
have  considerable  sums  of  money  employed  in  the  said  business  as 
floating  capital,  which  it  might  be  impracticable  or  highly  detri- 
mental for  the  others  of  them  to  repay  or  advance  from  the  said 
business  immediately  after  the  retirement  or  decease  of  either  of 
them.  Now,  therefore,  it  is  further  agreed  between  and  by  the 
said  J.  Browning  and  W.  Browning^  H.  Browning  and  F.  Brown- 
ing,  that  in  case  of  either  of  them  retiring  from  the  co-partnership 
business,  or  departing  this  life  during  the  continuance  thereof,  then 
*    and  in  such  case  the  continuing  or  retiring  partners  or  partner 
shall  not  be  compellable  by  such  retiring  partner,  or  by  the  execu- 
tors or  administrators  of  such  deceased  partner,  to  repay  to  him  or 
them  his  or  their  share  in  the  said  co-partnership  business  imme- 
diately, but  the  clear  balance  as  ascertained  from  the  last  stock- 
taking due  to  such  retiring  or  deceased  partner,  together  with  any 
additional  capital  (if  any),  shall  be  repaid  out  of  the  business  by 
the  continuing  or  surviving  partners  in  manner  following  (that  is 
to  say) :  the  sum  of  £2000  and  interest  at  £5  per  cent,  per  annum 
on  the  whole  sum  which  shall  be  found  due  shall  be  paid  at  the 
end  of  one  year  from  such  retiremejat  or  decease  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  like  sum  of  £2000  shall  be  paid  at  the  end  of  each  next  suc- 
ceeding year  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent,  as  aforesaid  on  the 
balance  of  the  capital,  until  the  whole  amount  shall  be  fully  paid 
and  discharged,  unless  the  surviving  or  continuiug  partners  should 
wish  to  pay  such  share  or  balance  at  an  earlier  period,  which  they 
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are  to  be  at  liberty  to  do.    Lastly,  it  is  understood  and  agreed  that       M.  B. 
upon  the  death  of  either  of  the  said  parties  daring  this  co-part-        1875 
nership,  the  last  stock-taking  of  the  said  firm  shall  be  conclasive    bebesfobd 
as  to  the  share  or  amount  of  interest  of  the  deceased  partner  in  the    «„  JL^,. 

said  business,  and  shall  be  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  his  executors,  in    _ 

the  proportions  and  at  the  times  before-mentioned,  as  in  the  case         «• 
of  retirement  of  any  partner,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  date  ' 

of  such  stock-taking  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  in  lieu 
of  profits  from  that  time,  and  without  any  deduction  in  respect  of 
bad  debts  (if  any)  to  accrue  between  the  time  of  such  stock-taking 
and  the  day  of  the  decease  of  such  partners  so  dying  as  aforesaid : 
provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  and  declared, 
that  in  case  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  either  of  the  said  parties 
to  these  presents,  the  stock  shall  not  have  been  taken  in  the  usual 
manner  at  the  end  of  the  month  of  June  or  during  the  following 
July,  or  the  same  having  been  taken  shall  not  have  been  duly 
made  up  and  signed  by  the  said  parties  hereto,  or  a  majority  of 
them,  on  or  before  the  31st  day  of  December  following,  or  after- 
wards by  all  of  them,  that  then,  in  the  event  of  decease  of  either 
of  the  said  partners  between  the  31st  day  of  December  and  the 
30th  day  of  June  following,  the  stock  shall  be  taken  afresh,  and 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  deceased  partner  shall  be 
entitled  to  his  share  of  the  profits  of  the  said  business  from  the 
then  last  proper  stock-taking,  such  share  to  be  duly  ascertained 
and  the  amount  of  the  share  of  the  deceased*  partner  shall  be  paid 
to  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner  at  the  times  and  in  the 
proportions  before  mentioned;  but  in  case  in  the  event  of  the 
decease  of  either  of  the  said  partners  between  the  80th  of  June 
and  the  31st  day  of  December  in  any  year,  the  stock  having  been 
previously  duly  taken  at  the  usual  time,  but  not  carried  out  into 
the  books  and  signed,  the  surviving  partners  shall  be  allowed 
thirty  days  from  the  day  of  the  deceased  partner's  death  to  com- 
plete the  stock-taking,  and  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner 
shall  be  bound  thereby,  and  in  default  of  the  surviving  partners  so 
completing  such  stock-taking  so  taken,  but  not  carried  out  as 
aforesaid  within  the  said  space  of  thirty  days,  then  the  stock  shall 
be  taken  entirely  de  novo  as  from  the  last  proper  stock-taking  duly 
entered  in  the  books  as  before  provided  for,  and  the  executors  of 


V, 

Bbbesford. 
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M.  B.       the  deceased  partner  entitled  to  his  share  of  the  profits  to  his 
1875      .death,  and  to  be  paid  as  before  provided  for." 

Bebesfobd  James  BroMoning  died  on  the  22nd  of  April,  1861,  intestate. 
BRowHiNa.  These  suits  were  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  administering  his 
B60WHINO  estate  and  taking  the  partnership  accounts.  A  decree  was  made 
in  both  suits,  and  under  an  inquiry  thereby  directed  it  was  ascer- 
tained that  the  sum  of  £64,784  15a.  Id.  was  due  from  William 
Browning^  Henry  Brouming^  and  Francis  Browning,  in  respect  of 
James  Browning's  capital  in  the  said  business,  and  this  sum  was 
payable  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent,  by  instalments  of  £2000, 
payable  on  the  22nd  of  April  in  each  year.  By  the  order  made  on 
further  consideration,  it  was  ordered  that  William  Browning^  Henry 
Browning,  and  Francis  Browning,  or  the  survivors  of  them,  should 
pay  the  said  instalments  to  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
intestate  within  one  calendar  month  after  the  22nd  of  April  in 
each  year. 

Henry  Browning  died  on  the  3rd  of  November,  1871,  and 
William  Browning  on  the  9th  of  March,  1872. 

The  instalments  were  regularly  paid  down  to  and  inclusive  of 
the  instalment  which  became  due  on  the  22nd  of  April,  1874. 
On  the  3rd  of  May,  1875,  Francis  Browning,  being  unable  to  pay 
his  debts,  instituted  proceedings  in  the  Bankruptcy  Court  for 
liquidation  of  his  affairs  by  arrangement. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  present  Petition  was  presented 
by  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the  intestate,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  the  question  whether  recourse  could  be  had  to  tlie 
estates  of  Henry  Browning  and  William  Browning  for  payment  of 
the  instalments  due  and  to  become  due ;  and  it  was  arranged  that 
this  question  should  be  argued  and  decided  on  the  present  Petition 
without  the  institution  of  any  supplemental  suit. 

Mr.  Chitiy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ingle  Joyce,  for  the  Petition : — 

This  is  an  agreement  between  the  partner  who  first  dies  and  the 
three  partners  surviving  at  the  time  as  to  the  mode  of  payment  of 
a  debt  due  from  the  three  surviving  partners.  The  debt  is  a  part- 
nership debt,  and  is  therefore  prima  fade  a  several  debt  in  equity, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  to  convert  it  into  a  joint 
debt.    The  burden  of  shewing  that  it  is  a  joint  debt  lies  on  those 
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"^ho  say  it  is  such.    Even  at  law  such  an  agreement  would  be       M.  B. 
-construed  as  several :  Sorsbie  v.  Park  (1).  1875 


Mr.  Marten,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Orosvenor  Woods,  for  parties  in  the         v, 

same  interest.  

BaowviNa 
Mr.  Hortan  Smith,  for  Francis  Browning^  referred  to  the  cases  bebbspobd 
cited  in  Be  Oex  and  Horton  Smith  on  Creditors'  Deeds  (2),  and        — 
LindUy  on  Partnership  (3). 

Mr.  WaUer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bunting^  for  the  representatives  of 
Henry  Browning: — 

First,  there  is  no  personal  liability  to  pay ;  the  only  agreement 
is  that  the  share  of  the  deceased  shall  be  ''repaid  out  of  the 
business." 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  : — ^Does  that  make  any  difference  ? 
The  three  have  received  assets  more  than  enough  to  pay  the  debt. 
Must  they  not  pay  7\ 

Next,  we  say  that  the  liability  was  joint,  not  several.  No  doubt 
ihe  ordinary  liability  of  a  partner  in  a  trading  firm  to  an  outside 
creditor  is  in  equity  several  as  well  as  joint :  Liverpool  Borough 
Bank  y.  WaJker  (4) ;  but  this  is  not  the  case  of  an  outside  creditor. 
The  agreement  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  rights  of 
the  partners  inter  se ;  and  these  rights  must  be  governed  exclu- 
sively by  that  agreement,  which  only  creates  a  joint  liability  on 
the  surviving  partners.  ''  In  equity,  if  several  persons  contract 
a  debt,  they  are  not  only  jointly,  but  also  severally,  liable  to  repay 
it,  unless  their  obligation  is  created  by  some  instrument  which  in 
terms  imposes  upon  them  a  joint  obligation  only :"  Lindley  on 
Partnership  (5). 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — If  that  is  meant  to  apply  to 
•persons  who  are  not  partners,  I  should  hesitate  to  accept  it.  His 
Honour  referred  to  Thorpe  v.  Jaehson  (6) ;  Jones  v.  Beaeh  (7) ; 
ether  V.  Iveson  (8).] 

(1)  12  M.  &  W.  14G.  (5)  3rd  Ed.  p.  382. 

(2)  Page  107.  (6)  2  Y.  <&  0.  (Ex.)  553. 

(3)  3rd  Ed.  p.  884.  (7)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  886. 

(4)  4  De  a.  &  J.  24.  (8)  3  Drew.  177. 
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M.  R.  In  the  same  work  it  is  said  (1),  "  It  must  not  be  supposed  that 

1875        in  equity  every  liability  contracted  by  partners  is  several  as  well 

Bkr^rd    ^  joint    It  is  a  question  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  firm  and 

^    ^'         on  the  part  of  those  with  whom  it  deals.    If,  therefore,  partners 

enter  into  a  contract  binding  themselves  jointly  and  not  severally, 

and  if  such  contract  is  not  a  mere  security  for  the  payment  of  a 

pre-existing  debt,  or  for  the  performance  of  a  pre-existing  joint 

and  several  obligation,  and  if  it  has  not  been  made  joint  in  form 

by  mistake,  the  effect  of  the  contract  will  be  in  equity,  as  in  law, 

to  impose  a  joint  obligation,  and  no  other." 

[The  Master  op  the  EoLLs:~That  does  not  help  you,  be- 
cause here  there  was  a  pre-existing  obligation.  Besides,  there  are 
cases  in  which  a  partnership  may  incur  a  several  Uability  under 
an  instrument  joint  in  form,  although  there  is  no  pre-existing  obli- 
gation :  as,  for  example,  by  giving  a  joint  promissory  note.] 

The  case  is  governed  by  Sumner  v.  Powell  (2);  Wilmer  v. 
Currey  (3) ;  Clarke  v.  Bickers  (4). 

Mr.  Bastinffs,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Abraham,  for  other  Bespondents. 

Mr.  Chitty,  in  reply,  cited  Buckley  v.  Barber  (5) ;  Devaynes  v. 
Noble  (6) ;  and  submitted  that  the  agreement  did  not  vary  the 
pre-existing  liability,  but  only  the  mode  of  satisfying  it. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.K.  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  has  taken  a  very  great  deal  of  time  in 
discussion,  but  the  point  is  really  a  very  simple  one.  Four  per- 
sons were  in  business  as  oil  merchants.  They  came  to  an  agree- 
ment to  regulate  the  mode  of  paying  out  the  share  of  any  one 
who  should  die  or  retire.  That  agreement  is  dated  the  20th  of 
February,  1855,  and  is  as  follows : — [His  Honour  read  the  material 
part]  It  is  noticeable  that  the  agreement  speaks  of  the  share  in 
the  co-partnership  business,  which  is,  of  course,  a  share  of  the 
capital.  It  is  to  be  repaid  out  of  the  business  **  by  the  continuing 
or  surviving  partners  in  manner  following ;"  and  then  the  instal- 

(1)  Page  384.  (4)  14  Sim.  639. 

(2)  2  Mer.  30 ;  T.  &  R.  423.  '(5)  6  Ex.  182. 

(3)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  347.  (6)  2  Rtiss.  &  My.  496* 


VOL,  XX.]  EQUITY  OASES.  571 

ments  are  mentioned  of  £2000  a  year.     Then  there  is  an  agree^  M.  B. 

ment  that  npon  the  death  of  any  one  the  last  stock-taking  shall  be  1875 

conclusive  as  to  his  share  of  capital^  and  he  shall  get  interest  at  bbbbbfobd 

£5  per  cent.    Then  there  is  a  proviso  that  if  there  shall  be  no  33^^^^ jj^^ 

stock-taking,  it  shall  be  taken  after  the  death  in  the  way  there  

Sbownino 

mentioned  for  ascertaining  the  share.  v. 

The  first  thing  to  consider  is,  what  was  the  position  of  the  '"^'^^' 
parties  when  this  agreement  was  entered  into,  and  what  would  be 
their  position  when  one  died.  Of  course,  it  was  wholly  uncertain 
which  would  die  first,  or  which  would  retire  first.  The  allegation 
is  that  it  would  be  impracticable  or  highly  detrimental  for  the 
others  to  repay  or  advance  from  the  business  the  sum  in  question 
immediately.  Therefore  the  object  of  the  parties  was  to  avoid 
detriment  to  the  others.  It  has  been  agreed  on  all  hands,  and 
I  think  rightly,  that  when  you  come  to  look  at  the  form  of 
this  agreement,  it  was  not  merely  an  agreement  for  providing  for 
the  payment  of  the  share  of  the  capital  belouging  to  the  deceased 
or  retiring  partner,  but  was  also  impliedly  an  agreement  that  the 
remaining  partners,  whether  continuing  or  surviving,  should  carry 
on  the  business.  On  the  clause,  as  I  read  it,  it  did  not  impose 
any  definite  term,  although  even  that  is  open  to  argument.  That 
being  so,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  arrangement  ?  It  means 
this:  tlie  surviving  or  continuing  partners  are  liable  by  law  to 
pay  immediately ;  they  are  to  have  time,  and  to  pay  by  instal- 
ments. The  surviving  or  continuing  partners  are  liable  by  law 
to  pay  the  actual  value  of  the  share  of  the  dead  or  retiring 
partner  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution :  that  is  inconvenient ;  and 
they  say  we  will  adopt  the  last  stock-taking,  not  as  a  new  amount, 
but  as  fixing  the  amount,  instead  of  taking  the  account  over 
again,  and  if  that  is  not  possible,  then  we  will  have  a  new  stock- 
taking at  a  subsequent  day.  In  neither  case  will  we  take  the 
exact  mode  of  ascertaining  the  amount  payable,  but  we  will  vary 
the  mode  so  as  to  make  it  more  convenient.  The  arrangement  is 
nothing  more  or  less  than  providing  for  the  payment  of  the 
share  of  the  deceased  partner  (for  I  confine  my  observations  now 
to  a  dead  partner),  by  altering  the  date  of  payment  and  the  mode 
of  taking  the  account  It  does  not  in  substance  vary  from  what 
the  law  would  have  prescribed,  except  in  those  two  particulars.    It 

2  S2  2 
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M.  R.       isy  in  fact,  a  mode  of  regalating  the  payment  of  a  debt  ratlier  than 
1875        the  creation  of  a  new  one. 
Berestord       Now  upon  that  point  I  think  there  is  plenty  of  authority,  if 
BBowiiHo    authority  were  wanting.  In  the  case  of  Bishop  v.  Church  (1 )  a  joint 

bond  was  given.    Of  course  a  new  day  of  payment  was  in  the 

V.  joint  bondy  but  no  one  suggested,  because  you  varied  the  day  of 
....  '  payment,  that  made  it  a  new  debt,  that  is,  you  were  not  to  look 
to  the  consideration  for  the  bond,  and  in  fact  it  was  decided  that 
the  consideration  of  the  bond  being  a  partnership  debt»  the  obliga- 
tion created  by  the  joint  bond  was  not  joint  only,  as  it  was  at 
law,  but  joint  and  several  in  equity.  I  do  not  think  in  any  of  the 
cases  the  mere  fact  of  the  variation  in  time  of  payment  has  been 
considered  material  for  this  purpose. 

Bat  is  it  material  to  consider  whether  the  variation  in  the  mode 
of  taking  the  account  makes  any  difference  ?  I  should  say  cer- 
tainly not.  The  mode  adopted  by  the  Ck>urt  of  Equity  is  exceed- 
ingly inconvenient.  You  actually  sell  and  realize  everything,  and 
break  up  the  partnership  business,  so  to  say,  before  you  can  ascer- 
tain what  is  due.  The  very  object  of  the  partners  was  that  this 
should  not  be  done.  Some  other  mode  of  valuing,  therefore,  must 
be  adopted,  some  kind  of  valuing  instead  of  actual  sale.  They 
take  the  valuation  made  by  the  partners  themselves  immediately 
before  the  event  happened,  or  if  none  such,  then  at  the  last  stock- 
taking. That  is  evidently  only  another  mode  of  ascertaining  what 
is  due,  a  more  convenient  mode,  and  one  which  suited  their 
object,  which  was  to  continue  the  partnership  business.  But  it 
is  mere  modification — ^it  is  not  a  new  liability  created;  it  is  a 
.  mode  of  ascertaining  the  amount  and  extent  of  the  liability, 
and  a  more  convenient  mode  also  of  securing  its  payment.  My 
view  of  the  instrument  is  that  it  was  not  intended  to  eflfect  any- 
thing more ;  that  it  was  in  reality  nothing  but  an  arrangement  as 
to  the  mode  of  discharging  a  pre-existing  liability. 

If  that  view  is  correct,  it  is  hardly  necessary  for  me  to  consider 
whether  at  law  an  action  could  have  been  maintained  against  each 
of  the  surviving  partners  separately,  or  whether  they  must  all  have 
been  joined  as  Defendants  in  the  same  action ;  because  it  is  quite 
clear  that  in  equity  the  original  liability  was  joint  and  several. 

(1)  2  Ves.  Sen.  100,  371. 
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No  one  doubts  for  a  moment  that  the  liability  of  the  three  sur-  M.  R. 

yiying  partners  who  have  taken  possession  of  the  partnership  assets  1875 

to  account  to  the  executor  of  the  deceased  partner  is  not  destroyed  bebesfobd 

by  the  fact  of  two  of  those  surviving  partners  dying  before  the  brownino 

account  is  taken.    In  fact,  the  phrase  describing  the  nature  of  

^,    ^         .      .  -      .1.  11    i»  1  Bbowking 

that  equity  is  now  too  fammar  to  all  of  us  to  suppose  that  any  one         «. 
ever  doubted  such  a  proposition.  B^fflroRix 

Consequently,  at  the  time  when  this  new  arrangement  was  made, 
there  was^  or,  more  properly,  there  would  be,  on  the  surviving 
partners  a  joint  and  several  liability  to  pay  out  the  share  of  the 
deceased  partner,  and  the  arrangement  was  that  this  joint  and 
several  liability  should  be  altered  in  point  of  time,  and  should  be 
altered  in  point  of  ascertainment  of  its  amount,  and  nothing 
more.  Therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  this  is  a  joint  and  several 
liability. 

With  regard  to  the  actual  legal  question,  I  say  it  is  not  necessary 
to  decide.  Were  it  necessary,  I  should  say  I  can  find  nothing  in 
this  agreement  to  make  it  joint ;  but  it  is  as  well  to  consider  one 
or  two  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited  for  the  Bespon- 
dents,  and  which,  it  is  said,  shew  where  you  take  a  security  for 
the  payment  of  a  partnership  liability,  and  that  security  is  in  form 
a  joint  one,  that  it  destroys  the  several  liability  which  exists  in 
equity. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  say  exactly  how  the  doctrine  came  into  our 
law.  I  see  that  Sir  WiUiam  Orant^  in  the  case  of  Devaynes  v. 
NoVle^  SUeeVs  Case  (1),  assumes  it  came  into  our  law  from  the  law 
merchant,  and  if  so,  it  would  be  confined  to  the  case  of  a  mercan- 
tile partnership.  He  says  (2) :  "  It  may  be  proper,  however,  to 
observe  that  the  common  law,  though  it  professes  to  adopt  the 
Ux  fMteaioria^  has  not  adopted  it  throughout  in  what  relates  to 
partnership  in  trade."  Then  he  goes  on  to  say:  ^whereas  I 
apprehend,  by  the  general  mercantile  law,  a  partnership  contract 
IS  several  as  well  as  joint"  I  am  not  going  to  say  this  Court 
has  extended  that  doctrine  to  all  partnerships.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  decide  that  now.  But  the  law,  as  laid  down  by  Sir  WiUiam 
Orant,  has  never  been  questioned  that  it  certainly  extends  to 
all  mercantile  partnerships.  There  all  partnership  contracts  are 
(1)  1  Mer.  539.  (2)  1  Mer.  564. 
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M.  B.       several  as  well  as  joint.    Sach  a  contract  most  be  a  partnership 
1875       contract  entered  into  by  mercantile  parties,  and  of  coarse  for 

B]smEinx>BD    pft^ersbip  purposes,  otherwise  it  would  not  be  a  partnership 

^    ^'         contract. 

I  have  found  no  case  at  all  against  that  authority.    In  Sumner 
v.  Powell  (1),  which  was  decided  by  the  same  Judge  and  in  the 

BgBKBFOBD.  gg^jjjQ  yg^j.  j^g  SleecKs  Case  (2),  there  was  a  mercantile  partnership. 
The  new  partner  who  was  taken  in  by  the  surviving  partners 
agreed  to  indemnify  the  executors  of  the  deceased  partner  from  a 
breach  of  trust  committed  by  the  old  firm,  but  at  the  same  time 
the  whole  of  the  share  of  the  deceased  partner  was  paid  out  to  the 
legal  personal  representative.  That  is  very  material ;  for  it  follows 
that^  independently  of  the  contract  itself,  there  was  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  surviving  partners  to  indemnify  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  partner.  But,  in  addition  to  paying  him  the  whole  of 
his  share  irrespective  of  the  breach  of  trust,  as  to  which  they  would 
have  been  entitled  to  contribution,  they  also  agreed,  together  with 
the  new  partner,  to  indemnify  his  estate  &om  the  consequences  of 
the  breach  of  trust.  That,  therefore,  was  an  entirely  new  contract, 
quite  irrespective  of  the  then  existing  liability ;  and,  as  the  cove> 
nant  was  joint.  Sir  William  Grant  did  not  see  any  reason  for 
making  the  new  contract  wider  in  its  terms  than  it  professed  to  be, 
the  liability  being  merely  a  creation,  so  to  say,  of  the  agreement  or 
deed  itself.  But,  in  addition  to  that,  you  have  this,  that  the  con- 
tract with  the  new  partner  to  pay  the  antecedent  liability  was  not 
for  a  partnership  debt  at  all.  It  was  not  a  partnership  debt  of 
the  partnership,  in  which  he  was  a  partner,  it  was  a  partnership 
liability  of  the  old  firm  in  which  he  was  not  a  partner ;  so  that 
the  agreement,  which  was  a  joint  agreement,  not  merely  by  the 
surviving  partners,  but  by  themselves  and  the  new  partner,  was  not 
an  agreement  by  partners  to  pay  a  partnership  liability.  It  came 
under  another  category.  That  Sir  William  Orani  so  considered  it 
is  plain  from  his  judgment  He  says,  after  referring  to  the  late 
case  of  Devaynes  v.  NMe^  which  I  cited  first  (3) :  '*  When  the  obli- 
gation exists  only  by  virtue  of  the  covenant^  its  extent  can  be 
measured  only  by  the  words  in  which  it  is  conceived.    A  partoer- 

(1)  2  Jiler.  30.  (2)  1  Mer.  539. 

(3)  2  Mer.  36,  37. 
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ship  debt  has  been  treated  in  equity  as  the  several  debt  of  each  M.  R. 
partner,  though  at  law  it  is  only  the  joint  debt  of  all.  But  there  i875 
all  have  had  a  benefit  from  the  money  advanced  or  the  credit  bbre»v)bd 
given^and  the  obligation  to  pay  exists  independently  of  any  instru- 
ment by  which  the  debt  may  have  been  secured.  So  where  a 
joint  bond  has,  in  equity,  been  considered  as  several,  there  has  «. 
been  a  credit  previously  given  to  the  different  persons  who  have  "'°^"°' 
entered  into  the  obligation  " — referring  to  Bishop  v.  Church  (1),  and 
that  class  of  cases.  He  evidently  there  does  not  consider  the  fact  of 
the  bond  being  at  a  future  day  would  make  any  difference  at  all.-— > 
''  But  in  this  case  the  covenant  is  purely  matter  of  arbitrary  con- 
vention growing  out  of  no  antecedent  liability  in  all  or  any  of  the 
covenantors  to  do  what  they  have  thereby  undertaken.  Instead 
of  winding  up  the  partnership  concern,  and  dividing  what  might 
remain  after  satisfying  all  claims  upon  it^  the  parties  make  an 
arrangement  by  which  Mr.  Sumner  was  immediately  to  receive 
what  was  estimated  to  be  his  testator's  share  of  the  joint  estate,  he 
releasing  to  the  other  parbiers  all  interest  in  the  residue.  Why 
was  Mr.  8umner*8  share  of  the  partnership  estate  to  remain  un- 
affected by  any  claims  by  which  that  estate  might  afterwards  be 
diminished  ?  There  was  no  equity  that  entitled  him  to  demand 
from  the  other  partners  an  engagement  to  that  effect.  But  they 
are  contented  to  give  him  a  covenant  of  indemnity.  As  it  is  only 
a  joint  covenant  that  is  given,  how  can  I  say  that  it  is  anything 
more  than  a  joint  covenant  that  was  meant  to  be  given  ?"  He  does 
not  deal  with  the  other  point,  which  was  not  argued  before  him, 
and  say  whether  the  covenant  was  such  as  to  make  it  a  new  agree- 
ment by  the  new  partner.  The  answer  would  have  been,  that  is 
not  a  partnership  contract  for  something  the  partnership  has 
received,  for  the  new  partnership  had  never  received  anything. 
It  was  an  indemnity  against  a  liability  as  to  which  the  old  part- 
ners had  actually  paid  out  the  share  to  the  executors  of  the 
deceased  partner.  It  was  giving  him  something  over  and  above 
that  to  which  he  by  law,  or  rather  equity,  was  entitled. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  case  does  not  cover  the 
present,  or  rather,  when  rightly  considered,  it  is  a  decision  the 

(1)  2  Ves.  Sen.  100,  371. 
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M.  R.       other  way,   because  the  ground  of  distinction  being  that  the 

1875        partners  were  properly  liable  to  pay  what  they  covenanted  to  pay^ 

BERwrouD   1*  shews  that  Sir  WiUiam  Grant  thought  that,  had  they  previously 

been  liable,  the  mere  fjwst  of  giving  further  time  or  ascertaining 

the  amount  at  once  would  not  have  altered  the  nature  of  the 
Bbownixg 

«.         agreement. 

Bebesfobp.  rjij^^  other  case  referred  to  is  one  much  more  difficult  to  deal 
with,  the  case  of  Wilmer  v.  Currey  (1).  In  the  first  place  it  is  to 
be  noticed  that  there  the  partners  were  not  mercantile  partners. 
I  cannot  say  whether  that  did  or  did  not  influence  the  Judge  in 
the  decision  to  which  he  came ;  but  it  is  a  noticeable  fact  that 
they  were  attorneys.  The  next  thing  is,  there  was  not  at  that 
time  any  pre-existing  obligation.  It  was  an  existing  partnership. 
One  partner  retired  and  sold  his  share  to  the  other  two  partners 
for  a  sum  of  money.  They  owed  him  nothing,  there  was  no  pre- 
existing  debt,  nor  was  there  any  existing  liability.  He  sold 
them  his  share  for  a  sum  of  £3222  16a.  6cZ.  ''to  be  paid  and 
secured  in  such  manner  as  is  hereinafter  expressed;"  and  the 
expression  was  a  joint  covenant.  It  was  not,  therefore,  for  money, 
but  for  money  to  be  paid  and  secured  in  the  manner  therein  ex- 
pressed* In  fact,  he  sold  it  for  a  joint  covenant,  and  that  was  the 
contract ;  and  it  was  held,  as  he  sold  it  for  a  joint  covenant,  he 
got  a  joint  covenant,  and  nothing  more.  The  only  point  that 
appears  to  me  to  have  been  arguable  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  on 
those  pleadings  was  that  the  joint  covenant  was  a  covenant  by 
partners  in  a  continuing  partnership  who  were  to  take  over  the 
share  of  the  assets,  and  in  that  way  it  would  have  been  a  contract 
by  partners,  that  is,  a  partnership  contract  for  value  received  by 
the  partnership,  and  within,  therefore,  the  general  proposition  laid 
down  in  SleecVs  Case  (2).  I  do  not,  however,  find  that  point  argued 
by  counsel :  nor  is  it  discussed  in  the  judgment  I  cannot,  there- 
fore, hold  this  to  be  a  decision  that  the  second  point  was  not  a 
good  one,  because  it  is  not  noticed  either  in  argument  or  judg- 
ment; and  it  appears  to  me  that  if  this  had  been  a  mercantile 
partnership,  the  handing  over  the  assets  to  a  new  firm  in  con- 
sideration of  a  covenant  by  the  firm  might  have  been  held  to 

(1)  2  D«  G.&  Sm.  347.  (2)  1  Mer.  639. 
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create  that  kind  of  partnersliip  contract  for  value  received  by  the 
partnership  which  would  have  created  a  joint  and  several  liability. 
All  I  can  say  is,  that  Wilmer  v.  Gurrey  (1)  does  not  decide  the 
point.  It  may  well  be  that  the  Yice-ChanceUor,  and  the  counsel 
also,  thought  the  rule  did  not  apply  to  a  partnership  between  attor- 
neys, and  therefore  did  not  argae  the  point ;  but  certainly  it  is 
no  decision. 

The  only  other  case  referred  to  is  a  very  curious  case  of  Clarice 
V.  Bickers  (2),  in  which  the  Vice-Ghancellor  ShadweU  held  the  cove- 
nant of  two  pawnbrokers  contained  in  a  lease  to  them  was  a  joint 
covenant.  He  said  that  the  lessors,  although  they  lease  to  the 
pawnbrokers,  although  they  describe  them  as  partners,  choose  to 
take  a  joint  covenant,  not  a  joint  and  several  covenant.  He  did 
not  seem  to  consider  it  was  a  partnership  contract.  Whether  that 
was  so  or  was  not,  I  do  not  know,  but  the  decision  was  that  it  was 
not.  The  case  is  very  short,  and  it  does  not  at  all  militate  against 
the  view  which  I  entertain.  Therefore  the  general  rule  remains, 
that  a  partnership  contract  for  value  given  to  the  partnership, 
being  a  mercantile  partnership,  is  joint  as  well  as  several. 

Now,  how  would  that  apply  to  the  second  part  of  this  case. 
Supposing  that  the  first  set  of  considerations  were  out  of  the  way 
on  which  I  have  already  decided  in  favour  of  the  applicant,  and 
supposing  it  were  a  new  agreement,  as  it  has  been  argued  before 
me,  what  does  the  agreement  amount  to  ?  It  is  an  agreement  by 
three  persons  who  are  to  continue  to  carry  on  a  partnership  business 
of  a  mercantile  character  that  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  capital  or 
share  of  the  assets  handed  over  to  them  they  will  pay  a  sum  of  money. 
Even  supposing  those  words  made  it  joint  at  law,  still,  on  the 
general  principle  as  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Grant,  it  would  be 
joint  and  several  in  equity,  it  being  a  mercantile  contract  for 
value  given  by  the  firm  to  pay  a  sum  of  money.  Were  it  a  new 
contract  instead  of  being  a  mere  modification  of  the  old  contract, 
it  appears  to  me  it  would  come  within  the  general  line  of  cases 
that  every  mercantile  contract  for  value  given  by  the  firm  is  in 
equity  joint  and  several,  although  in  form  it  may  be  joint  at  law. 
That  accounts  for  the  cases  as  to  bonds  and  promissory  notes  and 

(1)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  347.  (2)  14  Sim.  639. 
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M.  K.  bills  of  exchange,  in  which,  in  equity,  a  creditor  has  been  allowed 
1875       to  sue.    So  that  even  in  that  view  I  think  the  clainiant  ought  to 

Bbbdbfobd    succeed. 

Brownikq  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  heen  said  that  there  are  words  of  express  con- 
—  '  tract  in  this  agreement  which  destroy  the  liability  which  previously 
V.  existed,  and  which  would  prevent  the  liability  arising  as  regards 
EBH8F0BD.  ggygj^jj  liability  if  it  were  a  new  contract  Now  he  who  asserts 
that  the  legal  liability  has  been  released  or  destroyed  must  shew 
it  plainly.  As  regards  the  old  liability,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
whole  tenor  of  this  instrument  is  against  this  construction,  that 
the  object  is  not  to  destroy  it  but  to  secure  it,  at  the  same  time  to 
give  time  to  the  persons  liable  to  pay.  The  recital  is  that  it  will 
be  impracticable  or  highly  detrimental  to  the  others  to  repay  or 
advance  from  the  business  immediately  after  the  retirement. 
Then  the  agreement  is  that  they  would  not  be  compellable  to 
repay  immediately,  but  the  clear  balance  was  to  be  paid  at  certain 
intervals.  The  ^* immediately"  contrasts  with  the  intervals  and 
the  time  for  payment  of  the  instalments,  and,  so  far,  therefore 
from  intending  to  release  the  liability,  as  I  said  before,  it  appears 
to  me  the  whole  tenor  of  the  instrument  is  simply  to  defer  it  as 
regards  the  time  of  payment,  and  to  regulate  it  as  regards  the 
mode  of  ascertainment  I  think,  therefore,  there  are  no  words  at 
all  to  help  the  Bespondents.  But  it  is  said  that  the  words  are 
"  to  be  'paid  by  the  continuing  or  surviving  partners  out  of  their 
business,**  and  that  that  means  that  he  is  to  look  to  the  business 
carried  on  from  time  to  time  by  the  partners.  But  the  word 
"business"  there  is  evidently  the  capital.  It  is  that  ''in  such  a 
case  they  shall  not  be  compellable  to  pay  his  or  their  share  in 
the  partnership  business  immediately."  Now  "  his  share  in  the 
partnership  business,"  the  man  being  dead,  must  be  the  share  to 
which  he  is  entitled  of  the  assets  of  the  business,  because  being 
dead  he  has  no  share  in  the  continuing  business  which  is  carried 
on  by  another  partnership.  Then  it  proceeds:  ''but  the  clear 
balance  shall  be  repaid  out  of  the  business."  Surely  it  would  be  a 
strange  construction  to  read  this  as  meaning  that  the  interest  of 
the  deceased  partner  in  the  business  (that  is,  his  share  of  the 
partnership  assets)  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  business  from  time  to 
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time  to  be  carried  on  by  any  number  of  successive  partnerships,  M.  B; 
and  to  leave  him,  or  rather  his  estate,  looking,  not  to  the  partner-  1875 
ship  assets,  to  a  share  of  which  he  was  entitled  when  he  died,  but  bkbestobo 
to  the  chance  of  the  thing  being  carried  on  for  thirty  years  by 
successive  partners  of  whom  he  knew  nothing,  This  would  be  a 
very  strange  construction,  and  it  appears  to  me  it  is  not  the 
natural  or  the  proper  construction.  The  words  do  not,  as  I  think, 
mean  that  the  payment  is  to  be  restricted  to  the  business  from 
time  to  time  carried  on  by  the  partners  for  the  time  being,  quite 
irrespective  of  how  many  die,  or  of  what  sums  are  drawn  out  of 
the  capital ;  but  as  I  said  before,  those  who  say  that  liability  is 
released  are  bound  to  shew  it  by  clear  evidence,  especially 
when  the  consideration,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  is  all  the  other  way. 
The  consideration  ia  the  giving  of  time  to  the  partners  for  their 
convenience,  not  giving  anything  to  the  person  whose  executors 
are  supposed  to  release  the  liability.  Of  course  there  is  an  obser- 
vation to  be  made  in  answer  to  that,  which  I  had  not  forgotten, 
that  it  is  mutual,  and  therefore  every  one  might  expect  to  get 
a  chance  of  the  same  benefit.  But  that  does  not  make  the  con- 
struction contended  for  more  probable,  and  I  think  that  it  is  not 
the  true  construction  of  the  instrument. 

As,  therefore,  there  is  no  term  in  this  agreement  which  overrules 
the  antecedent  liability,  or  says  that  the  new  liability,  if  it  were 
a  new  liability,  is  to  be  restricted  in  the  way  I  have  mentioned,  I 
hold  it  to  be  a  several  obligation  on  the  surviving  partners. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  jB.  Smith;  Messrs.  Walker  &  BcUtiscombe ;  ]\Ir. 
O.  K  E.  Fisher;  Mr.  William  8tuH. 
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M.  B.      In  re  WESTERN  OP  CANADA  OIL,  LANDS,  AND  WORKS 
1875  COMPANY. 

•'^V  lO.  CABLING'S  CASE. 

Company — Directors — Agreement  with  Promcier — Adoption  hy  Company-^ 

Acceptance  of  Shares  from  Promoter. 

Previously  to  the  formation  of  a  company  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  the  promoter  and  a  trustee  on  behalf  of  the  company  for  the  sale  U> 
the  company  of  certain  property,  partly  in  consideration  of  cash  and  partly 
of  fully  paid-up  shares.  The  promoter  induced  three  gentlemen  to  become 
directors,  promising  to  transfer  to  them  fully  paid-up  shares  as  their  qualifi- 
cation (which  the  articles  fixed  at  five  shares).  These  directors  afterwards 
adopted  the  agreement  on  behalf  of  the  oompany,  and  subsequently  thirty 
shares  (part  of  those  forming  the  consideration  for  the  purchase)  were  allotted 
#  to  each  of  them  upon  the  nomination  of  the  promoter.     The  contract  was 

registered  prior  to  the  allotment  :— 

Hddt  upon  the  company  being  wound  «p,  that  all  these  shares  must  be 
treated  as  unpaid,  and  that  the  directord*  must  be  placed  on  the  list  of  con- 
tributories  for  thirty  shares  each  accordingly. 

X  HIS  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  official  liquidator  of  the 
Western  of  Canada  OU^  Lands^  and  Works  Company,  Limited,  that 
the  Hon.  John  Carting,  Aquila  Wdtshf  and  Jacob  Eespder,  who  had 
been  directors  of  the  company  in  Canada,  might  be  settled  on  the 
list  of  contributories  in  respect  of  thirty  shares  each. 

The  circumstances  under  which  these  shares  were  allotted  to 
Mr.  Carting  were  stated  in  an  affidavit  by  him,  the  material 
portions  of  which  were  to  the  following  effect : — 

The  company  was  registered  in  England  on  the  23rd  of 
December,  1871,  with  a  capital  of  £450,000,  divided  into  4500 
shares  of  £100  each. 

The  company  was  promoted  by  Mr.  John  Walker,  of  London^ 
Ontario,  Canada  ;  and  one-half  of  the  share  capital  (being  the  only 
portion  of  the  capital  proposed  to  be  issued  on  the  formation  of  the 
company)  was  to  be  issued  to  the  vendors  of  certain  property  which 
the  company  was  formed  to  acquire.  The  rest  of  the  capital 
necessary  for  carrying  on  the  company's  business  was  to  be  raised 
by  debentures. 

The  memorandum  of  association  was  subscribed  by  Walker  and 
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six  other  persons.    By  the  articles  of  association  it  was  provided       M.  B. 
that  the  first  directors  should  be  appointed  by  the  subscribers  to  the       1875 
articles^  and  should  continue  in  ofiSce  until  the  ordinary  meeting    CABLuio'd 
of  the  company  in  1874,  and  that  the  qualification  of  a  directOi        ^^°'' 
should  be  the  holding  of  not  less  than  five  shares  in  his  own  right. 

Towards  the  middle  of  January,  1872,  Walker  came  to  Canada 
i)nd  saw  Mr.  Carling  on  the  subject  of  the  company.  He  produced 
an  agreement,  dated  the  18th  of  December,  1871,  and  expressed 
to  be  made  between  the  said  John  Walker  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
other  vendors  of  the  one  part,  and  William  Hartley  as  trustee  on 
behalf  of  the  Western  of  Canada  Oi7,  Lands,  and  Works  Company^ 
of  the  other  part,  whereby  WaUcer  agreed  to  sell  certain  oil  wells 
to  the  company  at  a  price  consisting  of  £175,000  in  cash,  and 
of  2250  fully  paid-up  shares.  This  agreement  was  registered. 
Walker  asked  Carling  to  become  a  director,  stating  that  he 
{Walker)  would  transfer  to  him  {Carling)  certain  fully  paid-up 
shares  in  the  company  if  he  would  consent  to  act  as  such  director, 
such  shares  being  for  the  purpose  of  qualifying  Carling  as  a 
director  of  the  company.  Carling  stated  to  Walker  that  he  would 
be  willing  to  act  as  a  director  in  Canada  of  the  company,  upon 
Walkers  informing  him  that  a  sufficient  number  of  fully  paid-up 
shares  in  the  company  to  qualify  him  as  a  director  would  be 
transferred  to  him. 

Messrs.  Carling^  Hespder,  and  Walsh  were  accordingly  appointed 
Canadian  directora  Three  English  directors  were  appointed ;  and 
each  set  of  directors  was  capable  of  constituting  a  board  for  the 
transaction  of  business. 

On  the  23rd  of  January,  1872,  at  a  meeting  of  the  Canadian 
directors  (at  which  Mr.  Carling  was  present),  the  agreement  of  the 
18th  of  December,  1871,  was  adopted,  and  the  solicitors  were 
directed  to  investigate  the  title.  At  a  subsequent  meeting  the 
same  directors  accepted  the  title  to  the  property,  and  conveyances 
of  the  property  were  executed. 

On  the  9th  of  July,  1872,  the  English  directors  proceeded  to 
allot  the  fully  paid-up  shares  which  formed  part  of  the  considera- 
tion for  the  property ;  and,  in  pursuance  of  directions  given  by 
Walker f  thirty  of  such  shares  were  allotted  to  Mr.  Carling,  and  the 
certificates  were  afterwards  forwarded  to  him,  and  it  was  only  then 
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M.  R.  that  he  became  aware  that  any  shares  had  been  or  would  be 
1875  allotted  to  him  over  and  above  the  number  required  to  qualify  him 
Carliko's    as  director.    He  never  applied  to  the  company  for  any  shares. 

The  shares  were  allotted  to  Messrs.  WaUh  and  Hespeler  under 
similar  circumstances. 

The  contract  of  the  18th  of  December,  1871,  was  filed  with  the 
Registrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies  previously  to  the  9th  of  July, 
1872. 
In  November,  1873,  the  company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up. 

Mr.  BosAurffh,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Whiiehomey  for  the  o£Seial  L'qui^ 
dator,  referred  to  General  Exchange  Bank  v.  Homer  (1) ;  In  re 
London  and  Provincial  Starch  Company  (2);  Madrid  Bank  v* 
PeOy  (3) ;  Emt's  Case  (4). 

Mr.  ChiUiff  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dumergiue,  for  Messrs.  Carling,  Wahh, 
and  Heepeler : — 

These  shares  have  been  allotted  as  fully  paid  up,  in  pursuance 
of  a  contract  which  was  duly  registered  prior  to  the  allotment  of 
the  shares,  and  which  has  never  been  set  aside.  It  is  impossible, 
therefore,  to  treat  these  shares  as  being  unpaid.  Walker  could 
hold  them  as  fully  paid ;  why  cannot  his  nominees  do  so  ? 

[The  Master  op  the  Eolls  referred  to  Tyrrell  v.  Bank  of 
London  (5).] 

That  case  only  decides  that  an  agent  must  account  to  his  prin- 
cipal for  any  profit  he  has  derived  by  virtue  of  his  agency ;  but 
these  gentlemen  have  derived  no  profit:  all  that  has  accrued  to 
them  is  a  loss.  Besides,  they  took  no  part  in  allotting  the  shares ; 
that  was  done  by  the  directors  in  England.  Again,  the  only 
agreement  with  Walker  was  that  he  should  provide  them  with  a 
qualification ;  if  there  was  anything  wrong  in  such  an  agreement, 
it  only  extends  to  the  five  shares  necessary  to  be  provided  by  way 
of  qualification. 

[They  referred  to  Hartley's  Case  (6) ;  LeifchMs  Case  (7).] 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  480.  (4)  37  L.  J.  (Ch.)  278. 

(2)  20  L.  T.  (N.S.)  390.  (6)  10  H.  L,  C.  26. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  442.  (6)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  167. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  231. 
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Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : —  M.  R. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  these  gentlemen  must  be  put  on  the  list        ^^^^ 


for  the  whole  thirty  shares  as  not  being  paid  np.  Cabung's 

The  bargain  is  one  which  meets  with  the  strongest  disapproba-  — ! 
tion  of  the  Court.  These  three  gentlemen  in  Comada^  two  of  whom 
apparently  hold  public  positions,  are  the  only  three  directors 
in  Canada  advertised  to  the  public.  The  prospectus  states  the 
capital  of  the  company  is  £450,000,  and  that  the  sum  to  be  paid 
for  the  purchase  of  the  lands,  oil  wells,  works»  general  plant,  &c., 
is  £175,000  in  cash,  and  £225,000  in  ordinary  shares,  leaving 
£50,000  in  hand  to  provide  ample  working  capital.  That  pro- 
spectus was  issued  with  the  knowledge  of  these  gentlemen,  as 
appears  by  their  own  afSdavit. 

Now,  the  company  was  got  up  by  a  man  named  John  Woiker^ 
who  either  had  these  lands,  or  had  power  to  sell  them  at  this 
enormous  price.  The  way  he  got  up  the  company  was  this.  He 
went  about  to  find  people  to  be  directors  of  the  company,  and  he 
found  these  three  gentlemen  in  Canada^  and  this  is  the  story : — 
[His  Honour  then  read  extracts  from  Mr.  Carlinj^s  affidavit  to  the 
effect  stated  above.]  Now  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  agreement 
of  the  18th  of  December,  1871,  purports  to  be  made  with  one 
Hartley,  who  is  of  course  described  as  a  trustee  on  behalf  of  the 
intended  company.  This  is  an  agreement  prior  to  the  existence 
of  the  company,  and  is  in  itself  little  better  than  waste  paper,  if  not 
worse,  and  therefore  would  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  such  a  contract 
as  could  be  registered  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867. 
After  these  gentlemen  became  directors,  they  met  and  adopted 
this  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company,  and  directed  the 
solicitor  to  investigate  the  title  and  complete  the  purchase  under 
their  authority ;  and  it  appears  that,  with  the  sanction  also  of  the 
London  directors,  conveyances  were  made  and  the  agreement  carried 
out,  with  what  disastrous  results  to  the  company  is  pretty  notorious. 
After  that  the  company  is  wound  up,  and  then  these  gentlemen 
are  put  on  the  list,  having  been  duly  registered  as  holders  of  thirty 
shares  each.  They  contend  that  they  have  paid  £100  on  each 
of  the  shares.  They  are  asked  for  proof  of  this,  and  the  only  proof 
they  can  give  is  the  contract  of  the  18th  of  December,  1871. 
They  say,  "  We  contracted  with  Walker  to  take  part  of  the  fully 


Case. 


584  EQUITY  CASES.  LI^  B- 

M.  B.  paid-up  shares  which  he  was  to  have ;  he  nominated  us  to  the 
1875  board  (of  which  we  were  members)  ;  the  allotment  was  made  on 
Carlinos  that  nomination ;  and  therefore  the  shares  were  issued  with  £100 
paid."  The  answer  is  very  plain.  "The  company  was  to  pay 
Mr.  Walker y  the  real  vendor :  you  were  agents  and  trustees  for  the 
company ;  you  cannot,  as  against  the  company,  take  part  of  the 
purchase-money ;  you  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  that  part  of  the 
purchase-money,  the  amount  of  which  you  yourselves  stipulated  for 
and  agreed  to  on  behalf  of  the  company.  The  company  has  a  right 
to  say  that  the  purchase-money  as  between  Walker  and  itseK  is  to 
be  treated  as  diminished  by  the  sum  which  you  as  their  agents  agree 
to  keep  for  yourselves,  and  therefore  to  say  that  there  has  been  no 
valid  payment  of  th^'se  sums  of  £100  each  on  these  shares,  and  that 
the  contract  which  you  set  up,  under  which  you  allege  there  was  a 
valid  payment,  is  wholly  void  as  against  the  company."  Whether 
you  look  at  the  165th  section,  under  which  it  could  be  recovered 
back  as  money  paid,  or  whether  you  look  at  the  contributory 
clauses,  under  which  it  can  be  treated  as  never  having  been  paid 
at  all  (which  is  the  more  advantageous  way  of  looking  at  it  for 
the  directors),  in  either  way  they  would  be  liable  to  contribute 
this  sum,  and  therefore  I  put  them  on  the  list  for  thirty  ahares 
each. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Lewis,  MunnSy  &  Longden;  Messrs.  Har^ 
rison,  Beal^  &  Harrison, 
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In  re  MARIA  ANNA  AND  STEINBANK  COAL  AND         V.^.  M. 

COKE  COMPANY.  1874 


MAXWELL'S  CASE.  ^^v^  21. 

HILL'S  CASE.  1875 

Limited  Company — Memorandum  of  Association — Liability  to  pay  Debts — Cori''      lfay27. 
tract  by  Articles  of  Association — Rights  of  Shareholders  inter  se — Fully  paid- 
up  Shares — Shares  registered  in  two  Names — Survivorship  of  Liability. 

By  the  memorandum  of  association  of  a  company  formed  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act,  1856,  the  liability  was  limited  to  £10  per  share.  By 
the  articles  of  association  it  was  provided,  as  regarded  certain  debts  for 
which  certain  shareholders  had  given  promissory  notes,  that  if  the  company 
should  be  called  upon  to  pay  them,  and  should  not  have  funds  in  hand  appli- 
cable to  the  payment,  each  shareholder  should  contribute  and  pay  to  the 
company,  as  a  debt  due  to  the  company,  a  proportionate  amount  according  to 
the  number  of  shares  held  by  him  :— 

Held,  that  though  the  memorandum  of  association  limited  the  extent  of 
liability  as  regarded  creditors  outside  the  company,  there  was  nothing  in  the 
Act  of  1B5G  preventing  the  shareholders  inter  se  from  contracting  to  make 
themselves  liable  to  a  greater  amount ;  that  the  provision  in  the  articles  of 
-association  constituted  such  a  contract;  and  consequently  that  holders  of 
fully  paid-up  shares  might  be  put  on  the  list  of  oontributories  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  a  call  made  to  meet  the  liability  so  incurred. 

Shares  having  been  rcgibtered  in  the  joint  names  of  two  persons,  one  of 
whom  was  since  dead,  the  articles  of  association  being  silent  as  to  the 
liability  thereby  incurred  :^ 

Held,  that  by  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1836,  a  joint  liability  only 
was  contracted,  and  that  it  survived  on  the  death  of  the  joint  owner.  The 
survivor  was  therefore  alone  liable  to  be  placed  on  tho  list  of  contributories. 

L  HE  Maria  Anna  and  SteinbanJc  Coal  and  Coke  Company,  Limited, 
was  formed  on  the  8th  of  September,  1857,  under  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Aet,  1856  (19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47),  for  the  purpose  of 
working  certain  coal  mines  in  Westphalia. 

The  nominal  capital  of  the  company  was  by  the  memorandum 
of  association  fixed  at  £160,000,  divided  into  16,000  shares  of 
£10  each. 

The  3rd,  4th,  and  5th  of  the  articles  of  association  were  as 
follows : — 

''  Adoption  of  two  Debts  of  £20,000  and  £10,000  contracted  on 

behalf  of  the  Company. 

"**  3.  William  John  Marrow,  John  Owens  Johnson,  Joseph  Evh" 
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y.-O.  M.  lackf  James  HenshaU  Hayes,  Thomas  Ghrton^  and  Henry  Jump,  six 
1874  of  the  parties  hereto,  and  WiUiam  Davies  of  Liverpool,  merchant^ 
Maxwell's  for  the  purpose  of  paying  part  of  the  purchase-money  for  the  said 
^^"'  mines,  collieries,  lands,  and  other  property  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
HiLL*B  Case,  and  for  the  plant  and  working  materials  belonging  thereto,  bor- 
rowed on  the  security  of  their  joint  and  several  promissory  notes 
from  the  National  Bank  of  Scotland,  the  sum  of  £20,000,  and 
from  B,  L.  Jump  the  sum  of  £10,000,  to  be  repaid  in  two  years, 
with  interest  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  £8  per  cent,  per 
annum,  as  in  such  notes  mentioned.  The  company  shall  pay  the 
said  sums  of  £20,000  and  £10,000  and  interest  respectively,  and 
if  required  by  the  said  lenders,  or  either  of  them,  shall  give  .the 
promissory  note  of  the  company  for  payment  of  the  respective 
principal  lent  with  interest  to  the  party  requiring  the  same  at 
the  respective  times  mentioned  in  the  respective  promissory  notes 
already  given  as  aforesaid. 

''  Parties  who  have  signed  notes  for  the  two  debts,  if  called  on 
for  payment,  to  have  power  to  sell  the  mines. 

"  4.  If  the  said  William  John  Marrow,  John  Owens  Johnson,  Joseph 
Huhback,  James  Henshail  Hayes,,  Thomas  Gorton,  and  Henry  Jump, 
or  any  of  them,  shall  be  personally  called  upon  for  payment  of  the 
said  sums  of  £20,000  and  £10,000,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part 
thereof  respectively,  or  for  the  interest  for  the  same,  the  said 
WiUiam  John  Marrow,  John  Owens  Johnson,  Joseph  HiMaek,  James 
Henshail  Hayes,  Thomas  Qorton,  and  Henry  Jump,  or  such  of  them 
as  shall  be  so  called  upon,  shall  have  power  to  raise  the  sum  or 
sums  of  money  which  they  shall  be  so  required  to  pay,  with  all  in- 
cidental expenses,  either  by  mortgaging  the  mines,  collieries,  and 
property,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or  first  by  mortgaging  and 
afterwards  by  selling  the  same,  with  full  powers  to  the  persons  so 
mortgaging  or  selling  to  give  receipts  to  the  mortgagee  or  mort- 
gagees, purchaser  or  purchasers,  for  the  money  advanced  and  paid, 
which  shall  effectually  exonerate  the  person  or  persons  paying  or 
advancing  the  same  from  all  responsibility  as  to  the  application 
thereof,  and  from  all  obligation  to  inquire  as  to  the  necessity  <x 
expediency  of  any  such  mortgage  or  sales,  and  the  person  or  per- 
sons in  whom  the  said  mines,  collieries,  and  property  shall  be 
vested  in  trust  for  the  company,  shall  do  and  execute  at  the 
expense  of  the  company  all  such  acts,  deeds,  and  things  whatso- 
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ever  as  may  be  required  for  conveying  and  assigning  the  said     y.-O.M. 
mine,  collieries,  and  property  to  the  mortgagee  or  mortgagees,        i874 
or  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof.  Maxwj.'s 

**  And  the  shareholders  to  contribute  proportionably  to  the  two       ^^"• 
debts  if  required  to  be  paid  when  there  are  not  funds  of  the  Hill's  Case. 
company  in  hand  applicable  thereto. 

*'  5.  If  the  parties  who  have  signed  the  above-mentioned  notes 
for  the  said  sums  of  £20^000  and  £10,000,  or  any  of  them,  or  the 
said  company,  shall  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  same  principal  sums, 
or  either  of  them,  or  any  interest  for  the  same  respectively,  and  the 
said  company  shall  not  have  in  hand  funds  of  the  said  company 
applicable  to  the  payment  thereof  of  sufficient  amount,  then  and 
in  any  such  case  each  and  every  shareholder  in  the  company  for  the 
time  being  shall  contribute  and  pay  to  the  company,  as  a  debt  due 
to  the  company,  a  proportionate  amount  of  the  sum  or  sums  which 
the  company  shall  be  so  called  upon  to  pay  according  to  the 
number  of  the  shares  held  by  each  shareholder." 

Article  39  was  as  follows : — 

"  Power  of  Directors, 

<^  39.  The  business  of  the  company  shall  be  managed  by  the 
directors,  who  may  from  time  to  time  appoint  and  remove  all 
such  agents,  managers,  giranU^  or  representatives,  both  in  England 
and  at  the  locality  of  coal  mines  and  collieries  and  elsewhere,  as 
they  may  from  time  to  time  thinU  proper,  and  may  also,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  company,  borrow  and  take  up  at  interest^  at  such 
rate  as  they  can  agree  upon  with  the  lender  or  lenders,  any  further 
sum  or  sums  of  money,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum  of 
£10,000,  on  the  security  of  a  mortgage  or  mortgages  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  real  and  personal  property  of  the  company,  or  on  such 
other  security  as  can  be  given  by  the  company  and  the  directors 
think  proper,  and  may  also  exercise  such  powers  of  the  company 
as  are  not  by  the  above-mentioned  statute  or  by  these  articles  de- 
clared to  be  exerciseable  by  the  company  in  general  meeting,  subject 
nevertheless  to  the  regulations  prescribed  by  these  articles,  and  to 
such  resolutions  not  being  inconsiBtent  with  these  articles  as  may 
be  passed  by  the  company  in  general  meeting ;  but  no  resolution 
of  the  coinpany  in  general  meeting  shall  invalidate  any  prior  act 

2  r2 
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y.-C.  M.     of  the  directors  which  would  have  been  valid  if  such  resolution  had 
1874        not  been  passed. 


M^wEi.L-8       Articles  76  and  88  were  as  follows :— 


Hill's  Case. 


"  76.  Any  capital  raised  by  the  creation  of  new  shares  shall  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  original  capital,  and  shall  be  subject  to 
the  same  provisions  in  all  respects  as  if  it  had  been  part  of  the 
original  capital ;  and  if  any  further  sum  or  sums  shall  be  borrowed 
under  clause  39  hereinbefore  contained,  each  and  every  shareholder 
shall  be  liable  to  contribute  rateably,  according  to  the  number  and 
amount  of  his  shares  in  the  company,  toward  the  repayment 
of  80  much  of  the  sum  or  sums  so  borrowed  and  the  assets  of  the 
company  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay ;  and  the  repayment  of  any 
money  borrowed  in  pursuance  of  these  presents  and  of  the  interest 
thereon  may  be  secured  by  mortgage  debentures,  promissory  notes, 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  the  directors  may  think  expedient." 

''  Transmission  of  Shares. 

'^  88.  The  executors  or  administrators  of  a  deceased  shareholder 
shall  be  the  only  parties  recognised  by  the  company  as  having  any 
title  to  his  share." 

The  company  was  unsuccessful,  and  was  ultimately  ordered  to 
be  wound  up  under  the  Companies  Acty  1862.  All  the  capital 
authorized  by  the  memorandum  of  association  was  called  up,  bat 
there  still  remained  a  liability  in  respect  of  the  debts  mentioned 
in  the  Srd  clause  of  the  articles  of  association  which  the  funds 
of  the  company  applicable  to  the  payment  were  insufficient  to 
meet. 


1874.  Nov.  21.  MAXWELL'S  CASE. 

Mb.  maxwell  was  one  of  the  original  shareholders,  and  his 
shares  had  been  paid  up  in  full.  He  had  since  died,  and  the  present 
summons  was  taken  out  by  the  official  liquidator  for  the  purpose 
•of  putting  his  executors  on  the  list  of  contributories  in  order  to 
contribute  towards  payment  of  the  portion  of  the  £30,000  not 
otherwise  provided  for. 

The  case  was  taken  as  representative  of  that  of  all  the  fully  paid- 
up  shareholders. 
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Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  North,  for  the  official  liquidator : —  V.-c.  M. 

The  effect  of  the  provisions  as  to  limit  of  liability  is  substan-       ^^"^^ 


tially  the  same  under  the  Act  of  1856  as  under  the  Act  of  1862.    Maxwell's 

.       .  Case 

Though  the  effect  of  the  memorandum  of  association  is  to  limit  the       * 

amount  of  the  capital  to  £10  per  share,  it  is  clear  that  under 
clause  5  of  the  articles  of  association  there  is  a  liability  under 
some  circumstances,  in  addition  to  the  £10  per  share,  to  pay,  as  a 
debt  due  to  the  company,  a  proportionate  amount  of  any  sums 
which  the  company  might  be  called  upon  to  pay ;  and  by  clause  76 
of  the  articles  this  liability  is  expressly  recognised  and  treated  as 
a  liability  to  which  the  shareholders  may  be  called  upon  to  con- 
tribute in  the  same  way  as  in  respect  of  calls  upon  their  shares. 
There  was  a  contract  that  if,  under  any  circumstances,  the  company 
had  not  enough  to  pay  the  parties  mentioned  in  the  3rd  clause  of 
the  articles,  the  shareholders  would,  as  between  themselves,  con- 
tribute to  the  deficiency  according  to  the  number  of  shares  held  by 
them.  The  limit  of  liability,  according  to  the  contract  between 
the  shareholders,  is  £10  plus  so  much  as  has  been  incurred  under 
the  5th  clause  of  the  articles.  In  re  Marlborough  Club  Company  (1) 
will  very  likely  be  cited  on  behalf  of  the  contributories,  but  it  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  That  was  an  appli- 
cation to  make  a  supplemental  list  of  contributories  of  fully  paid- 
up  shareholders  as  a  means  of  recovering  from  them  debts  not  due 
under  the  articles  of  association,  or  which  could  be  paid  by  a  call 
made  rateably  in  proportion  to  the  shares.  The  application  was 
very  properly  refused. 
There  is  in  any  case  a  liability  which  might  be  enforced  by  bill, 

* 

and  the  object  of  the  Winding-up  Acts,  which  was  to  prevent  the 
great  amount  of  litigation  which  would  arise  if  each  member  of 
an  association  must  be  proceeded  against  by  a  suit  in  equity,  would 
be  frustrated  if  it  were  held  that  parties,  who  by  the  articles  of 
association  contracted  for  a  particular  liability,  could  not  have  it 
enforced  against  them  by  proceedings  under  the  winding-up. 

Mr.  J.  Pearsfm^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  W.  F.  Bobinaon,  for  Mr.  MaxtodTa 
executors : — 

The  members  of  this  company  had  no  authority  by  anything 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  365. 
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¥.•0.  M.     contained  in  the  articles  of  association  to  contract  a  liability  not 

1874        authorized  hj  the  memorandum  of  association.     The  fluctuating 

Maxwell's   liability  supposed  to  attach  to  the  shares  cannot  be  ascertained  till 

^^"'       the  accounts  are  taken  and  it  appears  what  balance  of  the  £30,000 

debts  remains  unpaid. 

The  only  question  is  whether  there  is  any  liability  to  be  put  on 
the  list  of  contributories  in  respect  of  these  shares.  That  depends 
upon  the  nature  of  the  shares,  which  must  be  determined  from 
the  memorandum  of  association.  The  description  of  the  shares  is 
fixed  by  the  memorandum,  and  no  provisions  of  the  articles  of 
association  can  transform  shares  on  which  there  is  only  a  liability 
to  the  extent  of  £10  each  into  others  on  which  there  is  an  addi- 
tional liability.  The  unpaid  balance  of  the  £30,000  may  be  a 
debt  on  which  individual  shareholders  are  liable  to  be  sued,  but 
in  a  suit  or  action  the  liability  is  quite  different  from  one  under 
the  winding-up  of  a  company.  A  set-off  may  be  pleaded  to  an 
action  or  suit,  but  this  cannot  be  done  in  the  case  of  a  liability  to 
contribute  by  way  of  calls.  The  only  question  now  is  as  to  the 
liability  of  a  fully  paid-up  shareholder  to  be  placed  on  the  list  of 
contributories,  and  In  re  Marlhoroug'h  Clvh  Company  (1)  is  a 
distinct  authority  that  this  cannot  be  done.  As  in  that  case,  the 
parties  here  are  sought  to  be  put  on  the  list  of  contributories  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  debts  due  to  the  company. 

A  further  contribution  could  only  be  recovered  either  as  addi- 
tional capital  or  as  a  debt.  If  this  is  an  attempt  to  raise  further 
capital,  the  answer  is  that  the  capital  has  been  fixed  by  the  memo- 
randum of  association,  and  can  only  be  increased  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  clause  76  of  the  articles  of  association.  If  the 
company  seeks  for  contribution  in  respect  of  a  debt  due  from  the 
individual  shareholders  to  the  company,  the  claim  is  one  which,  if 
capable  of  being  enforced  at  all,  can  only  be  enforced  in  the  ordi- 
nary way,  by  action  or  suit.  Payments  upon  the  shares  are  enforced 
by  calls,  but  debts  do  not  require  those  formalities. 

The  7th  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  which  in  substance 
corresponds  with  the  41st  section  of  the  Act  of  1856,  provides  that 
the  liability  is  to  be  limited  to  the  amount  prescribed  by  the 
memorandum  of  association ;  that  is  to  say,  it  is  only  by  referring 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  365. 
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to  the  memorandum  of  asfiociation  that  a  shareholder  can  be  called  V.-O.  M. 

npon  to  contribute  in  the  oase  of  a  winding-up.  1874 

This  is  an  attempt  to  constitute  one  liability  by  the  memo-  maxwell's 

randum  of  association  and  another  by  the  articles,  which,  whether  ^f^ 
it  could  or  not  be  done  imder  the  Act  of  1862,  could  not  be  done 
onder  the  Act  of  1856 :  Leifehiid'a  Case  (1). 

Mr,  Cotton,  in  reply : — 

This  is  not  a  claim  by  a  creditor  in  the  winding-up,  but  one  in 
which  certain  of  the  shareholders  call  for  contribution  from  the 
others,  which  they  have  by  the  articles  of  association  contracted 
inter  se  to  pay.  It  may  be  that,  as  regards  creditors  outside  the 
company,  the  liability  would  be  limited  to  the  amount  prescribed 
by  the  memorandum  of  association ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  the 
Act  of  1856  prohibiting  shareholders  from  agreeing  amongst 
themselves  to  contribute  to  a  larger  amount  than  the  nominal 
capital 

Sib  R.  Mauns,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  one  of  very  considerable  difficulty,  and  is  involved 
in  confusion  by  the  contract  into  which  the  parties  have  entered. 
The  company  is  a  company  formed  in  1857  under  the  Act  of  1856. 
There  were  then,  as  there  are  now,  in  companies  a  memorandum  of 
association  and  articles  of  association.  The  memorandum  of  asso- 
ciation prescribed  that  the  nominal  capital  of  this  company  should 
be  £160,000,  divided  into  16,000  shares  of  £10  each.  It  was 
therefore  unquestionably  a  company  with  limited  liability.  The 
memorandum  of  association  is  a  sort  of  proclamation  to  the  public 
of  the  nature  of  the  company.  Then  there  are  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation of  the  same  date  which  constitute  the  arrangement  of  the 
shareholders  among  themselves,  and  by  the  Act  of  1856  that  makes 
a  contract  between  them  just  as  if  every  member  had  put  his  hand 
and  seal  to  the  memorandum  of  association.  Now  the  articles  of 
association  by  the  8rd  clause  recite  that  certain  of  the  members 
of  the  company,  six  in  number,  had  borrowed  money  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  company ;  £20,000,  from  the  National  Bank  of  Scot" 
land,  and  £10,000  from  Mr.  Jump,  making  altogether  £30,000.  If 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  231. 
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y.-O.  M.  this  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  subscribed  capital,  no  doubt  it  ought 
1^74  to  be  paid  out  of  the  £160,000  capital,  if  that  was  enough ;  but  if 
Maxwell's  it  was  to  be  limited  to  that  under  all  circumstances,  it  would  have 
^^  been  unnecessary  to  have  these  special  provisions.  But  the  3rd 
clause  of  the  articles  reciting  the  existence  of  that  debt,  tbe  5tk 
clause  of  the  articles  goes  on  to  provide  as  follows  : — [His  Honour 
then  read  the  5th  article,  and  continued : — ]  That  is,  Mr.  Maa>- 
well  says  to  these  six  persons,  and  to  every  other  shareholder  in  the 
company,  that  if  that  debt  is  called  for  he  will  contribute  to  the 
payment  according  to  the  number  of  shares  held  by  him.  Now, 
the  first  question  which  arises  is,  whether  this  is  a  liability  only  to 
the  extent  of  £10,  or  is  a  liability  over  and  above  £10.  If  >t 
were  to  be  a  liability  limited  to  the  £10,  it  would  have  been  unne- 
cessary to  insert  these  special  clauses,  because  the  proper  course 
would  have  been  to  make  calls  to  meet  the  demand  when  made, 
and  the  only  circumstance  would  be  that  the  call  would  involve  a 
delay  of  twenty-one  days.  Upon  those  two  clauses  alone  I  should 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  a  contract  between  the  share- 
holders inter  se  that  over  and  above  the  £10  to  which  they  were 
liable  by  the  memorandum  of  association,  that  is,  as  between 
themselves  and  outsiders,  they  will  inter  se  be  liable,  to  what- 
ever the  amount  may  be,  to  pay  so  much  of  this  debt  as  the 
assets  of  the  company  cannot  pay.  That  there  was  something 
more  intended  by  these  articles  than  the  ordinary  provisions, 
I  think  is  also  plain  from  the  clauses  76  and  39,  which  Mr. 
Cotton  referred  to  in  his  opening;  he  did  not  particularly  read 
out  clause  39,  but  clause  76  refers  back  to  clause  39 ;  and  in 
order  to  see  what  is  the  meaning  of  clause  76, 1  refer  to  clause  39 
[His  Honour  then  read  clauses  39  and  76,  and  continued: — } 
These  clauses  shew,  to  my  mind,  most  distinctly  that  they  contem* 
plated  amongst  themselves  that  there  was  to  be  a  liability  iu 
respect  of  these  shares  over  and  above  £10 ;  because  if  it  were  only 
to  be  limited  to  the  £10,  then  out  of  the  £10  it  must  be  paid  ot 
not  at  all ;  but  here  the  contract  is,  that  if  they  borrow  the  money 
every  member  shall  contribute  rateably,  according  to  the  number 
and  amount  of  his  shares  in  the  company,  toward  the  repayment 
of  so  much  of  the  sum  or  sums  so  borrowed  as  the  assets  of  the 
company  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay,  and  that  the  repayment  of  any 
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money  borrowed,  and  of  the  interest  thereon,  may  be  secured  by     V.-C.  M. 
mortgage  debentures  or  promissory  notes.    Therefore,  not  only  by        1874 
the  5th  section,  but  by  the  76th  section  in  connection  with  the    maxwell's 
39th  section,  I  think  it  is  most  clearly  shewn  that  the  intention  of       2^ 
the  parties  to  these  articles  of  association  was  to  create  a  liability 
inter  80  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  over  and  above  the  £10  which 
they  would  be  liable  to  pay  to  outsiders  or  creditors. 

Is  there  anything  illegal  or  improper  in  this  ?  Suppose  the  case 
of  a  company  formed  with  £10  shares,  which  is  the  extent  of  their 
liability  to  creditors  and  third  persons,  and  by  the  articles  of 
association  agreeing  that  upon  a  certain  event  happening,  such  as 
the  acquisition  of  additional  property,  every  member  would  con- 
tribute £2  a  share  more, — there  would  be  nothing  in  that  im- 
proper,  or  which  this  Court  would  be  unwilling  to  enforce.  If  the 
additional  property  is  acquired,  every  one  considers  that  he  is 
bound  to  pay  £2  more.  There  is  no  illegality  or  impropriety  in 
that.  It  is  perfectly  clear,  upon  general  principles,  to  my  mind 
in  this  case  that  the  shareholders  have,  under  a  perfectly  legal 
contract,  contracted  with  each  other,  that  in  the  events  which  have 
happened,  of  the  assets  of  the  company  being  insufficient  to  pay 
the  £30,000  debt,  every  member  of  the  company  will  contribute 
>vhat  is  necessary  over  and  above  £10  to  pay  it.  Therefore  it  is, 
in  my  opinion,  a  liability  that  can  be  enforced.  That  being  the 
case,  the  point  which  was  most  strenuously  argued  was  that  it  is  a 
liability  which  cannot  be  enforced  in  the  course  of  the  winding-up. 
That  depends  on  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Parliament.  I 
quite  agree  with  Mr.  Pearson's  and  Mr.  Robinson's  argument,  that 
no  call  could  be  made  for  the  sake  of  the  creditors  beyond  the 
£10,  and  that,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  meaning  of  the  15th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1856,  and  the  7th  section  of  the  Act  of  1862.  I 
think  that  Mr.  Cotton  has  met  the  argument  in  his  reply.  It 
pressed  my  mind  very  much  before,  but  what  he  said  has  enabled 
me  to  come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  upon  the  subject.  In  the 
15th  section  there  are  two  classes  of  things  to  be  considered, 
the  liability  of  the  shareholders  to  the  outer  world,  how  far  they 
can  be  called  upon  to  pay  debts,  and  so  forth,  and  what  they  can 
be  called  on  to  pay  inter  se^  because  this  winding-up  process  is  a 
substitution  for  the  old  suit  of  contribution,  and  the  object  is  not 
only  to  pay  the  debts^  but  to  settle  finally  itnd  adjust  the  rights 
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V.-O.  M.     inier  86.  [His  Honour  then  read  the  15th  section  of  the  Act  of  1856.] 
1874       That  fixes  the  amount  of  shares  which  can  be  issued.    Now  I  do 

m^axwkll'b  ^^^  think  that  there  is  any  clause  of  the  Act  of  1856  which  has 
^^«  any  particular  application  to  it  beyond  that.  I  do  not  see  that 
the  6th  section  has  any  particular  application  to  the  question  now 
to  be  decided.  But  it  bears  out  what  I  say,  that  for  the  purpose 
of  winding  up,  that  is,  paying  the  debts  and  winding  up,  the  share- 
holder is  not  to  be  liable  beyond  the  amount  unpaid  on  the  shares 
held  by  him.  I  think,  also,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  7th  section 
of  that  Act  affecting  this  question.  Therefore  I  quite  assent  to 
the  argument  of  MaxweHs  executors  so  far,  that  under  the  winding- 
up  no  call  could  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  creditors 
beyond  the  £10.  The  7th  section  of  the  Companies  Ad,  1862, 
under  which  this  winding-up  order  was  made,  and  which  Mr. 
BMnson  has  so  much  relied  on,  quite  bears  out  this  view.  It  is 
certainly  very  strange  that  when  there  are  two  documents,  the 
memorandum  of  association  and  the  article  of  association,  which 
define  the  liabilities,  we  thus  should  be  confined  to  the  memo- 
randum of  association ;  but  so  it  is,  and  I  must  take  the  words  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament  as  I  find  them.  Therefore  I  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  as  regards  creditors,  and  as  regards  the  expenses  of 
the  winding-up,  no  call  can  be  made  beyond  the  amount  prescribed 
in  the  memorandum  of  association. 

This,  then,  being  a  winding-up  under  the  Act  of  1862,  there  now 
comes  the  very  material  enactment  in  sect.  38,  which  prescribes 
the  liability  of  members.  It  is  an  enactment  which,  but  for  the 
qualification  at  the  end,  would  result  in  producing  an  unlimited 
liability.  Without  that  limitation  it  is  perfectly  dear  that  a  call 
might  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  the  liability  of 
the  oontributories  among  themselves,  which,  as  I  have  already 
pointed  out,  is  a  contract  that  each  of  them  will  pay  such  a  sum 
of  money  over  and  above  the  calls  on  the  shares  as  is  sufficient  to 
pay  this  debt.  The  4th  sub-section  is  relied  on  as  limiting  the  liability 
to  £10  per  share ;  it  does  not  have  that  effect,  but  limits  it  to  tlie 
amount  necessary  to  pay  the  debts  and  the  costs  of  the  winding-ap, 
and  to  adjust  the  rights  between  themselves.  But  it  does  not  say 
that  no  contribution  shall  be  required  from  any  member  exceeding 
the  amount  mentioned  in  the  memorandum  of  association,  but  it 
says,  beyond  "  the  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  on  the  shares  in  respect 
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of  which  he  is  liable  as  a  present  or  past  member  " — ^that  is,  to  sach  Y.-C.  M. 
an  amount  as  will  pay  the  debts,  the  costs  of  the  winding-upi  and  1S74 
will  adjust  the  rights  of  the  contributories  amongst  themselves,  maxwuil'b 
What  are  the  rights  of  the  contributories  here  amongst  themselves  ?  2^' 
The  liability  as  between  themselves  is  £10  plus  such  a  sum  as 
they  have  by  contract  agreed  to  pay.  Each  of  them  has  con- 
tracted with  the  others  that  he  will  pay  such  a  sum  as  will, 
over  and  above  the  £10,  pay  this  debt  That  is,  in  my  opinion, 
just  the  same  as  if  by  the  articles  of  association  they  had  con* 
tracted  that  over  and  above  the  £10  they  would  among  themselves 
each  pay  such  a  sum  as  would  enable  them  to  buy  another 
property,  or  to  pay  for  the  property  already  purchased,  or  do  any- 
thing else.  Therefore  I  come  to  the  conclusion,  first,  that  there  is 
a  debt  over  and  above  the  £10;  secondly,  that  it  is  a  debt  which 
is  due  from  one  to  the  other,  which  can  be  enforced  by  a  suit ; 
and,  thirdly,  I  think  that  it  is  within  the  scope  of  these  Acts  of 
Parliament  It  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties,  certainly,  that  if 
the  liability  exists,  and  in  the  case  of  Mr,  McMweWs  executors  it  is 
greatly  for  their  benefit,  that  by  this  simple  process  of  calls  this 
liability  should  be  got  rid  of,  instead  of  their  being  burdened  with 
I  do  not  know  how  many  heavy  Chancery  suits.  It  is  within  the 
purview  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  that  this  mode  of  adjusting 
rights  inter  se  should  be  enforced  by  calls.  Then  I  think,  how- 
over,  that  there  is  no  additional  liability  to  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  winding-up.  So  far  as  the  winding-up  is  limited  to  the  £10, 
therefore,  they  are  not  liable  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  winding- 
up,  but  they  are  liable  to  pay  the  additional  sum  which  wUl  adjust 
the  rights  in  the  manner  which  I  have  pointed  out.  Therefore  I 
must  so  qualify  the  liability  that  they  are  not  to  be  liable  to  any 
further  call  to  pay  the  expenses.  I  think  that  In  re  Marlborough 
Clvb  Company  (1)  has  no  real  bearing  on  the  present  case. 


1875.  May  27.  HILL'S  CASE. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  HABGEEAVE8  and  Mr.  WiBiam  HiU,  were 
the  allottees  and  holders  of  286  shares  in  the  company,  and  tlieir 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  365. 
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Y.-G.  M.     names  remained  on  the  list  the  last  time  the  regibter  of  share* 
1875        holders  was  made  up,  which  was  in  1866.     The  shares  were  simply 
Hill's  Casb.  registered  in  their  joint  names  without  notice  of  any  trust. 

'  William  HiU  died  on  the  9th  of  September,  1861,  but  no  notice 

of  his  death  was  given  to  the  company,  and  on  the  settlement  of 
the  list  of  contributories  the  ofiBcial  liquidator  in  the  first  instance 
included  his  name  as  well  as  that  of  Mr.  Barffreaves,  who  was  still 
living. 

Mrs.  Margaret  HiHf  the  widow  of  William  Hill,  became  his  per- 
sonal representative  by  taking  out  letters  of  administration  on  the 
6th  of  February,  1863,  and  the  oflScial  liquidator,  on  being  in- 
formed of  the  death  of  William  Hill,  placed  her  on  the  list  as 
such  personal  representative. 

The  name  having  been  settled  on  the  list  by  the  Chief  Clerk,  a 
motion  was  now  made  to  remove  it. 

Mr.  Qlasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fredinff,  for  the  motion : — 

The  two  names  being  simply  entered  on  the  list  without  any- 
thing to  indicate  a  severance,  the  parties  were  joint  tenants ;  and 
on  the  death  of  Mr.  HUl  the  legal  and  equitable  interest  in  the 
shares,  and  therewith  the  liability,  survived  to  Mr.  Harffreaves: 
Garrick  v.  Taylor  (1) ;  Mr.  Justice  Lindiey  on  the  Law  of  Partner- 
ship (2).  The  legal  title  must  have  survived,  and  the  personal 
representatives  of  Mr.  HiU  could  not  have  transferred  the  shares. 

It  is  not  sought  to  establish  a  liability  on  the  ground  of  past 
membership. 

Mr.  Higgins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  North,  for  the  official  liquidator : — 

The  presumption  is  that  Messrs.  HiU  and  Hargreaves  were 
trustees,  and  if  so  the  company  are  entitled  to  have  the  trust  fund 
fully  represented.  But  whether  that  were  so  or  not,  when  31  r. 
Hill  became  a  shareholder,  which  he  did  when  the  deed  was  duly 
signed,  he  incurred  this  liability,  from  which  he  has  not  been  dis- 
charged. The  fact  of  the  death  ought  not  to  take  away  from  the 
company  the  security  which  was  allowed  by  Mr.  HilVs  represen- 
tatives to  continue  to  be  held  out  to  the  public.  If  they  wished 
to  bring  his  liability  to  the  company  to  an  end,  they  ought  to  have 
(I)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  159.  (2)  3rd  Ed.  p.  686. 
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sent  notice  of  his  death  to  the  company.    Mr.  Justice  Lindlet/,  in     V.-O.  M. 
the  passage  cited,  and  Oarrick  v.  Taylor  (1),  only  refer  to  the  bene-        1875 
ficial  interest  in  the  shares.     Moreover,  Oarrick  v.  Taylor  was  not  hill's  Case. 
a  case  of  a  winding-up,  but- merely  a  question  as  to  the  rights 
of  co-owners  between  themselves. 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case,  so  far  as  I  know,  is  entirely  novel,  and  it  has  not 
been  suggested  that  the  question  has  ever  arisen  before.  The 
poiut  was  a  novel  one  which  I  decided  in  Maxwell's  Case,  where 
the  shares  had  been  fully  paid  up  to  the  amount  of  £10,  and  the 
liability  as  to  the  outer  world  had  ceased,  but  there  had  yet 
remained  the  liability  of  the  shareholders  in  order  to  settle  their 
liability  inter  se.  That  decision  has  not  been  questioned,  and 
therefore,  I  suppose,  is  correct  Now  the  case  I  have  to  dispose 
of  is  this :  the  company  being  established  in  1857,  somehow  or 
other  two  gentlemen,  by  name  William  EUl  and  William  Har- 
greaves,  were  settled  on  the  list  as  the  joint,  not  separate,  holders 
of  a  certain  number  of  shares.  The  consequence  is,  that  as 
between  themselves  they  are  unquestionably  joint  tenants,  so  that 
if  one  of  them  dies  the  whole  of  the  shares  go  to  the  survivor. 
William  EUl  died  in  1861,  and  the  consequence  was  that  the 
legal  interest  in  the  shares  vested  in  the  survivor,  William  Ear- 
//reaves,  who  is  still  alive.  The  contention  now  is,  that  Mr.  EUVs 
representative,  as  well  as  Mr.  Eargreaves,  must  be  put  upon  the 
list  of  contributories  as  liable  in  respect  of  these  shares.  It  would 
be  a  grievously  hard  case  if  this  could  be  done,  and  would  require 
very  strong  reasons  to  justify  it.  The  question  is  not  now  as  to 
any  arrangement  between  Mr.  Eill  and  Mr.  Eargreaves  a§  to  their 
rights  inter  se.  It  arises  solely  as  between  them  and  the  company, 
i^ecause  the  claim  is  made  by  the  ofiScial  liquidator.  The  case  is 
put  thus :  The  Act  of  Parliament  then  in  force,  that  is,  the  Act 
of  1856,  says  that  every  shareholder  must  be  considered  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  he  had  covenanted  in  the  terms  of  the  articles 
of  association.    I  am  therefore  bound  by  the  Act  of  Parliament 

(1)  4  D.  F.  &  J.  159. 
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y.-G.  M.     to  treat  WUliam  HiU  and  WiUiam  Hargreanes  as  having  coye- 
1875       nanted  to  abide  by  the  articles  of  association  and  every  danse 
HiLi?aOABB.  therein  contained, 

Now  if  this  is  a  joint  and  several  covenant,  Mr.  HiU  is  liable. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  joint  covenant  only,  the  liability 
ceased  on  his  death,  and  Mr.  Eargreaves^  the  sorvivor,  is  alone 
liable.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Act  of  ^Parliament 
does  not  provide  for  a  plurality  of  shareholders,  for  it  does  not  say 
that  they  must  be  considered  jointly  and  severally,  but  simply 
that  the  shareholder  must  be  considered  as  having  covenanted  in 
the  terms  of  the  articles  of  association,  the  proper  construction  is 
that  they  must  be  read  as  if  they  had  run,  *^  William  SHI  and 
William  Sarffreaves  covenant  as  follows."  Then  would  follow  all 
the  articles.  Those  words  would  make  a  joint  covenant,  and  the 
consequence  is  that  the  liability  of  BtU  ceased  when  he  died. 
I  think  the  Act  of  Parliament  has  fixed  the  liability  of  share- 
holders, and  I  must  regard  this  as  a  joint  covenant  only.  Con- 
sequently, the  liability  of  HiU  ceased  in  1861.  I  confess  I  am 
very  glad  to  find  the  view  I  take  confirmed  by  the  provision  in  the 
88th  of  the  articles  of  association,  that  executors  and  administrators 
of  a  deceased  shareholder  shall  be  the  only  parties  recognised  by  the 
company  as  having  any  title  to  his  share."  According  to  this, 
therefore,  the  moment  Hill  died  the  company  could  only  recognise 
Harffreaves.  If  there  is  a  deceased  shareholder,  his  executors  or 
administrators  are  the  only  persons  to  take  his  shares.  Bar- 
ffreavee,  as  the  survivor,  would  have  still  been  a  shareholder,  and 
the  company  would  be  entitled  to  proceed  against  him.  This  is 
therefore,  in  my  opinion,  a  joint  covenant,  and  the  liability  of 
Eitt  ceased  at  his  death.  The  name  of  Mrs.  HUl  must  conse- 
quently be  taken  off  the  list,  and  her  costs  must  be  paid  out  of 
the  estate. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  W.  W.  Wynne;  Messrs.  Orawder,  Vistard,  & 
AnsUe;  Messrs*  Field,  Boseoe,  dt  Co. 
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JfUyli. 


THORNTON  v.  THOENTON.  v.^.M. 

[1876    T.     22.]  Jf2 

Appointment — Special  Fovoen — General  Words — Reddendo  singula  singulis, 

A  testator  gave  his  estate  by  will  to  trustees  in  the  following  words : — ^  I 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all  my  property  over  which  I  have  any  disposing 
power."  The  trusts  of  the  will  were  for  his  wife  for  life  for .  her  separate 
use,  and  after  her  death  for  all  his  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one  in 
equal  shares,  and  upon  failure  of  children  for  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  his 
wife: — 

ffeld,  that  the  will  must  be  read  reddendo  singula  singulis,  and  operated 
as  an  appointment  nnder  two  special  powers,  one  of  which  was  a  power 
to  appoint  among  his  children  subject  to  a  life  interest  in  his  wife  during 
widowhood ;  and  the  other  was  a  power  to  appoint  a  life  interest  to  his  wife 
in  a  fund  which,  subject  to  such  power,  was  held  on  trust  for  his  children 
at  twenty-one  in  equal  shares. 

Special  case. 

By  a  family  settlement  of  the  18th  of  October,  1870,  and  made 
between  Thomas  TharwUm  the  elder  of  the  first  part,  Thotna$ 
ThoTwUm  the  younger  of  the  second  part,  and  certain  trnstees  of 
the  third  part,  it  was  declared  that  the  trustees  should  hold  a  sum 
of  £10,000  Seduced  3  per  Gent.  Annuities,  which  was  recited  to 
have  been  transferred  into  their  names,  upon  trusts  therein  men- 
tioned as  to  investment^  and  the  settlement  proceeded  as  follows : — 
''  And  shall  pay  the  dividends,  interest^  and  income  of  the  said 
bank  annuities,  and  of  the  moneys,  stocksi  funds,  and  securities 
into  or  for  which  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  may  be  converted 
or  transposed  by  monthly  instalments  or  payments  unto  the  said 
Thomas  Thornton  the  younger  during  his  life  for  his  own  use,  and 
so  that  he  shall  have  no  power  to  anticipate  the  growing  payments 
thereof,  and  his  receipt  alone  to  be  a  good  and  sufficient  dischai^ 
to  the  said  trustees  or  trustee,  or  until  the  said  Thomas  Thornton 
the  younger  shall  become  bankrupt  or  take  the  benefit  of  the  Act 
for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors ;  and  after  his  death,  or  in  the 
events  aforesaid,  in  case  he  shall  leave  a  widow  him  surviving, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  said  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  income 
unto  such  widow  during  her  life,  or  until  she  shall  marry  again. 


Thobntox. 
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y.-a  M.     for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  so  that  her  receipts  alone  shall  be 
1S75        good  discharges  for  the  same  ;  and  that  she  shall  not  have  power 

Thobnton  ^  deprive  herself  of  the  benefit  thereof  by  sale,  mortgage,  charge, 
or  otherwise,  in  the  way  of  anticipation ;  and  from  and  after  the 
decease  or  second  marriage  of  such  widow,  or  the  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  of  the  said  Thomas  Thornton  the  younger,  the  said 
trustees  or  trustee  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  bank  annui- 
ties or  trust  fund,  and  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  income 
thereof,  in  trust  for  all  or  such  one  or  more  exclusively  of  the 
other  or  others  of  the  issue  of  the  said  Thomas  Thornton  the 
younger  to  be  born  during  his  life  or  within  due  time  after  his 
death,  at  such  age  or  time  or  respective  ages  or  times,  if  more 
than  one,  in  such  shares  and  with  such  future  and  executory  or 
other  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  issue,  or  some  or  one  of 
them^  and  with  such  provisions  for  their  respective  maintenance, 
education,  or  advancement,  at  the  discretion  of  the  said  trustees 
or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  and  upon  such  conditions,  with  such 
restrictions,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Thomas  Thornton  the 
younger  shall  by  will  or  codicil  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  and  so  far  as  no  such  appointment  shall  extend,  in 
trust  for  all  the  children  or  any  the  child  of  the  said  Thomas 
Thornton  the  younger  who  being  sons  or  a  son  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  daughters  or  a  daughter  shall 
attain  that  age  or  marry  under  that  age,  if  more  than  one  in 
equal  shares." 

Thomas  Thornton  the  elder,  by  his  will,  dated  the  14th  of  July, 
1865,  made  certain  dispositions  not  necessary  to  be  stated,  and  by 
a  codicil  to  his  will  dated  the  5th  of  October,  1868,  he  provided  as 
follows : — "  I  hereby  revoke  the  before-mentioned  devises  and  be- 
quests and  all  others  contained  in  •  my  said  will  (if  any)  in  favour 
of  my  said  sons  William  Wed  Thornton  and  Thomas  Thornton^ 
and  in  lieu  thereof  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being  of  my  said  will  two  several  sums  of 
£20,000  £3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  upon  trust 
from  time  to  time  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual 
income  of  one  such  sum  of  £20,000  to  each  of  my  said  sons 
William  West  Thornton  and  Thomas  Thornton  during  his  life,  or 
until  he  shall  execute  any  charge,  incumbrance,  or  alienation 


V. 

Thornton. 
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thereof  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  shall  V.-G.  M. 
be  or  become  assigned  or  charged,  or  assignable  or  chargeable,  or  i875 
but  for  this  clause  would  be  or  become  assignable  or  chargeable  th^nton 
by  operation  of  law,  and  after  his  decease,  or  any  such  charge,  in- 
cumbrance, alienation,  or  assignment,  upon  trust  for  such  of  his 
children  as  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty*one  years,  and  if  more 
than  one,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  in  case  he 
shall  have  no  child  who  shall  live  to  attain  a  vested  interest  under 
the  trusts  aforesaid,  upon  trust  for  the  person  or  persons  who, 
under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  would  have  been  entitled  to 
his  personal  estate  if  he  had  died  a  bachelor  and  intestate,  and  if 
more  than  one,  in  like  shares.  And  I  declare  that,  notwith- 
standing anything  herein  contained,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  each 
of  my  said  sons  who  shall  leave  a  widow  surviving  him,  by  his  last 
will  and  testament^  or  any  codicil,  to  bequeath  or  appoint  the 
dividends  or  income  of  the  said  trust  moneys  hereinbefore  be- 
queathed in  trust  for  him,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  her  or  for  her 
benefit  for  the  whole  or  any  part  of  her  life." 

Thomas  Thornton  the  elder  died  on  the  7th  of  November,  1870, 
and  his  executors  set  apart  the  £20,000  legacy  bequeathed  for  the 
benefit  of  Thomas  Thornton  the  younger. 

Thomas  Tho^'nton  the  younger,  in  April,  1873,  presented  a 
petition  for  liquidation  of  his  affairs  in  bankruptcy,  and  thereupon 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  and  will  ceased  to  pay  him  the 
income  of  the  trust  funds.  He  died  on  the  13th  of  November, 
1874,  having  made  his  will,  which  was  dated  the  11th  of  October, 
1871,  and  was  as  follows: — 

**  I,  Thomas  Thornton^  of  Stdherlands,  Warmingion,  in  the  county 
of  Sussex,  gentleman,  do  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment. I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all  my  property  over  which  I 
have  any  disposing  power  at  my  decease  unto,  my  wife  Helen 
Maria  Thornton^  and  Samuel  Thomas  Frieggle  and  Senry  Chesunck 
Frieggle,  both  of  Croydon,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  gentlemen, 
their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  upon  trust  to  hold  my 
said  property  and  pay  the  annual  income  thereof  to  my  said  wife 
for  and  during  her  life  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  inde- 
pendent of  any  future  husband,  and  after  her  decease  upon  trust 

for  all  my  children,  or  any  my  child  who  shall  live  to  attain  the 
VouXX.  2  U  2 
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V.-a  K.     age  of  twenty-one  years,  in  equal  shares,  and  if  only  one  such 

1S75        child  shall  lire  to  attain  that  age,  then  the  whole  to  such  my 

Tbobmtov    ohild,  and  on  failure  of  such  child  living  to  attain  the  said  age, 

Tbouitov.    ^^^^  ^^®  ^^  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my 

will  shall  hold  the  said  property  and  the  annual  income  thereof 

upon  trust  for  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  my  said  wife  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions." 

The  special  case  was  filed  by  Hden  Maria  Thornton,  the  widow  of 
Thomas  Thornton  the  younger,  against  the  children,  and  asked  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  as  to  whether  the  will  of  Thomas  Thornton 
the  younger  operated  as  an  appointment  of  either  or  both  the 
fdnds. 

Mr.  EveriUf  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

This  c^bse  falls  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  In  re  Teape's 
Trusts  (1),  where,  although  the  words  of  the  appointment  con- 
ferred a  larger  estate  than  was  warranted  by  the  power,  the  power 
was  held  to  be  well  exercised  so  far  as  the  provisions  of  the  appoint- 
ment were  consistent  with  it.  That  case  only  followed  the  previous 
decision  in  Ferrier  v.  Jay  (2),  where  there  was  a  direction  for 
payment  of  debts,  and  a  special  power  which  did  not  allow  of  that 
provision  was  held  to  be  exercised  by  applying  the  principle  of 
reddendo  singvla  singulis,  and  allowing  the  debts  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  portion  of  the  testator's  property  liable  to  pay  them. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Stock,  for  the  children  : — 

In  re  Teape's  Trusts  was  a  case  of  a  simple  excess  in  the  extent 
of  the  interest  purported  to  be  granted  by  the  appointment  over 
that  of  the  power.  So  in  Ferrier  v.  Jay,  by  treating  the  words 
directing  the  payment  of  debts  as  applicable  only  to  the  part  of 
the  estate  which  could  be  so  dealt  with,  the  difficulty  was  obviated. 
So  also  in  Cowx  v.  Foster  (8).  Here  there  is  a  two-fold  difficulty, 
the  appointment  being  consistent  with  neither  power.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  will  are  not  sufficiently  aipplicable  to  either  power  to 
afford  evidence  of  an  intention  to  exercise  it. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  442.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  550. 

(3)  IJ.  &  H.  30. 
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Sib  B.  Malins,  Y.C,  after  stating  the  fEtcts,  continued : —  Y.-0.  M. 

Under  the  settlement  the  Plaintiff  takes  a  life  interest  durins'       ^^^ 
widowhood,  independently  of  any  appointment.    Under  the  will    Thobhtost 
of  Thomas  Thornton  the  elder  she  only  takes  an  interest  if  her    thohktox 
hnsband  gives  it  to  her.    Similarly,  under  the  settlement  there  is 
a  power  to  appoint  ^amongst  children,  while  under  the  will  there  is 
no  such  power. 

Now  the  questions  are,  whether  the  will  of  Thomas  Thornton  the 
younger  operates  as  an  appointment,  first,  under  the  will,  and 
secondly,  under  the  settlement.  I  must  attribute  to  him  know- 
ledge of  the  settlement,  and  of  his  father's  will.  I  must  also 
attribute  to  him  the  intention  of  so  arranging  his  property  that  it 
should  go  to  his  wife  for  life  and  then  to  the  children.  I  must 
also  assume  that  he  had  a  competent  knowledge  of  the  law.  Now 
he  describes  the  property  he  intends  to  deal  with  as  ^  all  my  pro- 
perty over  which  I  have  any  disposing  power."  Those  words  are 
extensive  enough  to  include  property  over  which  he  had  a  special 
power  of  appointment,  but  as  he  has  made  a  disposition  not  con- 
sistent with  either  of  his  powers,  the  question  again  arises  which  I 
had  before  me  in  Ferrier  v.  Jay  (1),  and  which  was  also  considered 
by  Lord  Hatherley  when  Vice-Chancellor  in  Cowx  v.  Foster  (2),  and 
by  Lord  Selbome,  sitting  for  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  in  In  re 
Teape's  Trusts  (3). 

The  result  of  these  cases  is,  that  the  will  operates  as  an  exercise 
of  a  special  power  if  it  embraces  all  the  objects  of  the  power.  Li 
In  re  Teape's  Trusts^  where  a  wife  would  take  no  interest  except 
under  an  exercise  of  a  special  power  of  appointment,  the  power 
was  held  to  be  well  exercised  by  general  words,  though  the  words 
of  appointment  were  rather  more  extensive  than  was  consistent 
with  the  power.  Li  Ferrier  v.  Jay  I  had  also  decided  that  an 
appointment  in  general  words  would  extend  to  a  special  power, 
where  the  appointment  was  in  favour  of  the  objects  of  the  power, 
though  there  were  provisions  inapplicable  to  it. 

The  difficulty  I  had  to  contend  with  in  Ferrier  v.  Jay  arose 
by  reason  of  the  testator  in  the  first  instance  charging  his  property 
with  the  payment  of  his  debts ;  but  applying  the  rule  of  reddendo 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  550.  (2)  IJ.  &  H.  30. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  442. 

2  U2  2 
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V.-C.  M.     singula  Hngulis,  I  attributed  the  charge  of  debts  to  the  property 

1875       which  could  be  so  charged,  leaving  the  appointed  property  to  go 

Thornton    according  to  the  appointment.    Mr.  Olasse  argued  that  the  words 

Thornton    ^^  *^®  ^^^  ^^^  ^^*  indicate  an  intention  to  exercise  the  special 

power.     But  when  the  testator  speaks  of  all  the  property  over 

which  he  has  any  disposing  power,  I  think  he  does  shew  an  iuten- 
tion  to  exercise  a  special  power.  It  is  true  that  there  is  also  the 
gift  over  to  collateral  relations.  But  applying  the  same  principle 
of  reddendo  singula  singuliB,  that  part  of  the  will  may  be  held 
applicable  to  property  which  he  could  so  dispose  of.  Therefore, 
on  the  authority  of  all  the  three  cases  of  Ooivx  v,  Foster  (1),  Ferrier 
V.  Jay  (2),  and  In  re  Teape's  Trusts  (3),  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  will  to  prevent  it  from  being  an  exercise  of  the 
power  in  the  former  will. 

With  regard  to  the  settlement  there  is  more  difficulty,  because  a 
life  interest  is  given  to  the  widow  till  re-marriage,  and  the  husband 
has  no  power  to  appoint  anything  to  her.  What  he  has  is  a  power 
to  distribute  the  fund  amongst  the  children,  and  he  in  fact  leaves 
the  fund  to  go  equally  amongst  those  who  attain  twenty-one. 

But  he  says  that  he  gives  all  his  property  over  which  he  has 
any  disposing  power.  If  he  had  simply  directed  that  it  should  go 
to  the  children  at  twenty-one,  I  think  it  would  have  been  clear 
that  he  intended  to  execute  the  power ;  and  on  the  whole  I  am  of 
opinion  that,  acting  on  the  rule  on  which  Ferrier  v.  Jay  was 
decided,  I  may  distribute  the  provisions  of  the  will  amongst  the 
funds  to  which  they  are  applicable.  Applying  the  principle  I  have 
mentioned  to  this  case,  I  hold  that  he  has  exercised  the  power 
under  his  father's  will  to  appoint  a  life  interest  in  the  fund  be- 
queathed by  it  to  his  widow,  and  has  also  exercised  the  power 
given  by  the  settlementjto  appoint  amongst  his  children. 

On  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  hold  that  both  the  powers  are  well 
exercised. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Jones,  ArJceoU,  dt  Jones. 

(1)  IJ.  &  H.  30.  (2)  Law  Rep.' 10  Eq.  550. 

(3)iLaw  Rep.  16  Eq.  442. 
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Ex  parte  GOVERNORS  OF  CHRIST'S  HOSPITAL.  V.^.  M. 

1875 

Ijands  Clauses  Act,  «.  80 — Reinvestment  in  Land — Eestrided  Contract — Pur*  ^^^^ 

chaser^s  Costs,  July  16. 

When  znoziej  paid  into  Court  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  is  sought  to  be 
reinvested  in  laud  upon  a  contract  which  throws  upon  the  purchaser  costs  of 
the  purchase  which  in  an  open  contract  would  be  borne  by  the  vendor,  the 
costs  directed  to  be  paid  bj  the  company  will  be  limited  to  those  which  in 
an  open  contract  would  be  purchaser's  costs. 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  reinvestment  in  real  estate  of  certain 
f^nds  paid  into  Court  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidaiion  Act. 

The  funds  in  Court  comprised  the  purchase  and  compensation 
money  of  real  estate  belonging  to  the  Governors  of  Christ's 
Hospital,  part  of  which  had  been  taken  on  behalf  of  the  Post- 
master-Qeneral,  part  by  the  London  and  North  Western  Bailway 
Company,  and  the  remainder  by  the  Metropolitan  District  Bailway 
Company. 

The  Governors  of  Chrisis  Hospital  had,  on  the  23rd  of  Jnue, 
'entered  into  a  conditional  contract  with  Jvlius  Calisher  for  the 
purchase  of  a  freehold  house,  No.  9,  St.  Mary  Axe,  in  the  City  of 
London,  and  one  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  was  that  the  costs  of 
furnishing  abstracts,  and  certain  other  expenses  which  in  an  open 
contract  would  be  thrown  upon  the  vendor,  should  be  borne  by 
the  purchaser. 

The  Petition  asked  for  the  approval  of  the  Court  to  the  invest- 
ment, and  for  the  application  towards  providing  the  purchase-money, 
of  the  entu-ety  of  the  funds  paid  in  by  the  Postmaster-General  and 
the  Metropolitan  District  Bailway  Company,  and  so  much  of  the 
fund  paid  in  by  the  London  and  North  Western  Bailway  Company 
as  should  be  required  to  make  up  the  balance ;  and  that  the  costs 
should  be  paid,  as  to  the  ad  valorem  stamp,  rateably  between  the 
three  bodies,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  costs,  by  them  equally. 

Mr.  Freeling^  for  the  Petitioners. 

Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson,  for  the  Postmaster-General,  asked  that  the 
costs  to  be  paid  by  the  Kespondents  should  be  limited  to  such  costs 
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V.-C.  M.  as  would  in  an  open  contract  be  purchaser's  costs.    He  referred 

1875  to  In  re  Stephen^s  Estate,  which  came  before  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon 

Ex  parte  on  the  27th  of  June,^  1875,  in  which  a  similar  order  had  been 

GOVEBNOBS  ^oA^ 

ofOhbibt^s  ™»ae. 


Hospital. 


July  21. 


Mr.  Speed,  for  the  London  and  North  Western  Bailway  Com- 
pany, and 

Mr.  jP.  0.  Norton,  for  the  Metropolitan  District  Baihvay  Com- 
pany, supported  the  same  view. 

Sib  E.  Mauns,  V.C,  ordered  accordingly. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Beachcroft  &  Thompson  ;  Mr.  Roberts  ;  Messrs. 
Norton,  Bose,  db  Co. 


Y.4),  M,  ETHEEINGTON  v.  WILSON. 

]^  [1875    E.    36.] 

GharUy — Cfhriafs  Hoapitai — Election  of  Children — "  Parishioner  " —  Ungwd^td 

Candidate — Be-election. 

Under  a  scheme  sanctioned  by  the  Court  for  a  charity  entitling  a  paruh 
to  elect  children  for  Christ^s  Hospital  it  was  provided  that  no  child  should  be 
eligible  unless  bom  in  the  parish,  or  unless  his  or  her  parents,  or  one  of 
them,  should  be,  or  should  have  been,  parishioners  or  a  parishioner  of  the 
parish: — 

Held,  that  the  word  '*  parishioner  "  must  be  construed  in  an  honest  and 
hand  fide  manner,  and  could  not  be  applied  to  a  person  taking  a  small  bouse 
temporarily  for  the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining  a  qualification : 

ffeldf  also,  that  where  an  unqualified  candidate  was  elected  after  notice  to 
the  electors  of  such  disqualification  the  votes  were  thrown  away,  and  the 
opposing  candidate,  though  having  only  a  minority  of  votes,  was  duly 
elected. 

Motion  for  decree. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  by  Edward  B.  Etherington,  an  infant^  by 
James  W.  Etherington,  his  father  and  next  friend,  against  Henry 
A,  Wilson  and  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of 
Twickenham,  Middlesex,  and  the  Mayor  and  Commonalty  and 
Citizens  of  London,  as  Governors  of  Christ's  Hospital. 
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The  bill  stated  that  by  deeds  dated  the  18th  and  19th  of  V>O.M. 
November,  171J0,  John  West  and  Frances  his  wife  conveyed  certain  1876 
lands  and  tenements  in  London  and  elsewhere  to  the  governors  of  ethebihoton 
Chrises  Hospitaly  upon  trust  to  receive  and  admit  into  Christ's  ^  ^' 
Hospital  and  maintain  and  educate  such  and  so  many  poor  boys  — 
and  girls,  whereof  more  than  three^fourths  were  always  to  bd 
boys,  as  should  from  time  to  time  be  elected  by  five  different 
parishes  therein  named,  one-fifth  of  whom  were  to  be  such  as  the 
minister,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  of  TwicJeenhamy  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  should  (being  in  vestry  assembled)  for  that 
purpose  choose  and  present,  or  cause  to  be  presented,  according  to 
the  directions  thereinafter  contained ;  and  it  was  afterwards  pro- 
vided that  such  poor  boys  and  girls  should  be  born  in  the  respec- 
tive parishes  so  entitled  to  present ;  and  if  there  should  be  no 
such  poor  boys  or  girls  found  in  the  parish  whose  right  it  was  to 
present  when  such  election  and  presentation  ought  to  be  made; 
then  the  minister,  churchwardens,  and  parishioners  should  upon 
every  such  occasion  elect  and  present  other  poor  boys  or  girls  bom 
in  any  other  contiguous  parish  or  place.  It  was  also  provided, 
that  in  all  such  elections  respect  and  regard  should  be  had  to  those 
children  related,  or  credibly  reputed  to  be  related,  by  consan- 
guinity, to  the  said  John  West  and  Frances  his  wife,  or  either  of 
them,  and  that  such  relations  should  (if  poor)  be  preferred  to  all 
others ;  and  it  was  further  provided  that  the  right  of  election  and 
presentation  conferred  upon  the  five  different  parishes  should  be 
forfeited  in  case  of  no  election  being  made  within  three  months 
after  any  vacancy  should  have  occun'ed. 

An  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  in  the  46th  year  of  Greo.  3, 
c.  zxii.  enabling  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  make  regulations  for 
management  of  this  charity ;  and  a  petition  was  presented  by  the 
parish  of  Twickenham  in  the  year  1862  to  the  governors  of 
Ghrisfs  Hospital^  that  they  would  apply  to  the  Court  for  a  scheme, 
and  in  pursuance  thereof  an  application  was  made  to  the  Court, 
and  a  scheme  was  directed  to  be  prepared  by  an  order  dated  the 
24th  of  July,  1863. 

On  the  11th  of  December,  1868,  a  scheme  was  adopted  and 
carried  into  effect  by  the  Court,  which  provided,  amongst  other 
things,   that  the  claims  of  children   to  be  admitted  to  Ohrisfs 
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V.-O.H.  Hospital  should  be  determined  by  the  minister^  churchwardeos, 
1875  and  parishioners  of  the  parish  whose  turn  and  right.it  was  to  elect 
ETHmnraTON  ^^^  present  in  vestry  assembled,  pursuant  to  notice ;  that  in  the 
^  ^-  event  of  two  or  more  children  claiming  on  the  same  occasion  to 
- —  be  admitted,  the  election  should  be  determined  by  the  majority  of 
votes  of  the  veetry  taken  according  to  the  Acts  or  Act  for  regu- 
lation of  vestries  for  the  time  being  in  force  in  that  particular 
parish;  that  notice  in  writing  of  each  vacancy,  and  of  the  times 
and  places  appointed  for  holding  the  vestry  meeting  for  the  elec- 
tion of  a  child  to  supply  such  vacancy,  should  be  affixed  to  the 
door  of  the  church  not  less  than  ten  days  prior  to  the  day  on  which 
the  meeting  was  to  be  held;  and  that  no  child  should  be  con- 
sidered eligible  to  partake  of  the  benefits  of  this  charity  unless  he 
or  she  should  have  been  born  in,  or  unless  his  or  her  parents  or 
one  of  them  should  be  or  should  have  been  parishioners  or  a 
parishioner  of  the  parish  for  the  time  being  exercising  the  right 
to  elect  or  present ;  or  in  the  event  of  there  not  being  any  candi- 
date for  election  and  presentation  within  such  parish,  then,  unless 
he  or  she  should  have  been  born  in,  or  unless  his  or  her  parents 
or  one  of  them  should  be  or  should  have  been  parishioners  or  a 
parishioner  of  a  parish  contiguous  to  or  adjoining  the  parish  whose 
turn  and  right  it  was  to  elect  and  present,  nor  unless  such  child 
should  comply  with  and  fulfil  the  general  regulations  for  the  time 
being  in  force  for  the  regulation  of  the  admission  of  children  to 
Christie  Hospital. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  a  child  who  became  a  candidate  for 
election  under  the  scheme  as  being  related  to  the  founders  was 
commonly  called  a  '^  claim  child." 

The  Plaintiff  was  born  in  the  parish  of  Bichmond,  being  a  parish 
adjoining  Twickenham  parish ;  his  father,  James  Etherington,  was 
related  to  the  founders,  and  was  bom  and  brought  up  in  the  parish 
of  Ttmkenham.  Previously  to  Michaelmas,  1873,  James  Ethering^ 
ton  for  some  years  resided  in  and  was  a  parishioner  of  Richmond^ 
but  about  that  time  he  took  a  house  at  and  became  a  parishioner 
of  Twickenham^  and  had  ever  since  continued  to  be  a  parishioner 
of  that  parish. 

On  the  19th  of  December,  1874,  a  notice  was  issued  by  the 
churchwardens  of  Twickenham  that  a  vestry  meeting  would  be 
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held  on  the  Slst  of  December  for  the  purpose  of  laying  before     v,-o.  M. 
the  vestry  the  taxed  costs  in  the  Chancery  suit  of  Etherington  y.        i875 
Yiear  and  Churchwardens  of  Ttoiekenham,  and  to  take  such  steps  exhebinotoit 
in  the  matter  as  might  be  deemed  advisable,  and  also  for  the      ^- 

purpose  of  electing  a  boy  into  Ghriai'a  Hospital,  under  the  gift  of        

Mr.  John  West  and  Frances  his  wife,  in  the  room  of  John  Pope 
rejected. 

The  Chancery  suit  referred  to  in  the  above  notice  was  instituted 
by  James  Etherington  in  August,  1874,  on  behalf  of  his  eldest  son, 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  his  right  to  be  a  claimant  for  elec- 
tion to  Christ's  Hospital  under  the  scheme,  which  right  some  of 
the  parishioners  of  Trvickenham  had  refused  to  admit.  Before  the 
suit  came  to  a  hearing  it  was  compromised  upon  the  terms  of  the 
eligibility  of  the  Plaintiff's  son  being  admitted,  and  he  was  accord- 
ingly elected  and  presented  to  Christ's  Hospital^  and  all  the  costs 
of  the  suit  were  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  26th  of  December,  1874,  James  Etherington^  on  behalf 
of  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  his  second  son,  gave  notice  to  the  vestry 
clerk  of  Twickenham  that  the  Plaintiff  would  be  a  "  claim  child  " 
candidate  for  election  into  Christ's  Hospital^  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
claimed  to  possess  a  threefold  eligibility  under  the  schemes  as 
being,  1,  the  child  of  a  parishioner  of  Twickenham;  2,  a  child 
bom  in  a  parish  adjoining  Twickenham ;  and,  3,  the  child  of  a 
parishioner  of  a  parish  adjoining  Twickenham. 

On  the  same  26th  of  December  notice  was  also  served  upon  the 
vestry  clerk  by  Henry  Wilson,  the  father  of  the  Defendant  JET.  A. 
Wihon,  that  the  Defendant,  who  was  related  to  John  West,  would 
be  a  candidate  for  election  to  Christ's  Hospital. 

On  the  31st  of  December,  1874,  a  vestry  meeting  was  held  in 
pursuance  of  the  above  notice,  when  the  Plaintiff  E,  D.  Etherington 
and  the  Defendant  H.  A.  Wilson  were  the  only  candidates  for  the 
election.  The  shew  of  hands  was  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  and 
a  poll  of  the  parishioners  having  been  demanded  by  James  Ether- 
ington, the  election  was  declared  on  the  7th  of  January,  1875,  to 
have  been  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  the  numbers  being  233  for 
the  Defendant  and  177  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  bill  then  alleged  that,  in  pursuance  of  inquiries  made  by 
James  W.  Etherington  as  to  the  eligibility  of  the  Defendant  to  be 
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V.-O.  Ai.     elected,  he  had  discovered  that  Henry  Wilson,  the  father  of  the 

1875  •      Defendant,  was  a  tailor's  foreman,  working  at  a  shop  in  St.  Jameses 

ErHBRmoTON  Streeiy   Westminster,  and  residing  in   Tachbrooh  Street^  PimlieOy 

WiwoN      where  he  had  lived  for  nine  years.    He  had  never  had  any  con- 

nection  with  TwieJceriham,  nor  with  any  adjoining  parish,  but  that 

immediately  before  the  notice  for  an  election  to  fill  the  vacancy 
for  Ohrist^s  Hospital^  and  owing  to  the  suggestion  and  contrivance 
of  a  parishioner  of  TwickenTiamy  who  was  hostile  to  the  Plaintiffs 
father  in  consequence  of  the  transactions  which  led  to  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit  of  Etherington  v.  Vicar  and  Churchwardens  of 
Twickenham^  he  had  taken  a  small  house  in  the  parish  of  Twicken- 
ham, in  order  to  qualify  his  son  for  the  election,  but  that  such 
qualification  was  only  colourable  and  fictitious,  since  there  was  no 
tenancy  or  occupation  of  the  said  house  during  any  part  of  the 
month  next  preceding  the  18th  of  December,  1874,  either  by 
Henry  Wilson  or  any  other  person ;  at  the  most,  some  arrange- 
ment was  come  to  that  Henry  Wilson  might  make  use  of  the  house 
and  represent  himself  as  tenant  or  occupier  thereof  just  so  long  as 
he  might  find  it  convenient  to  do  so  in  order  to  appear  in  the 
character  of  a  parishioner  of  Twickenham ;  and  further,  that  Henry 
Wilson  had  gone  to  the  vestry  clerk  on  the  26th  of  December, 

1874,  and  had  voluntarily  paid  the  sum  of  170.  6(2.  for  rates  in 
respect  of  the  said  house,  but  that  his  name  was  not  in  the  rate- 
book, nor  had  any  application  been  made  to  him  for  payment  of 
rates. 

The  bill  further  stated  that  on  the  morning  of  the  7th  of  January, 

1875,  before  the  opening  of  the  poll,  James  Etherington  served 
upon  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  a  protest  against 
the  election  of  the  Defendant  H.  A.  Wilson,  on  the  ground  that 
at  the  date  of  the  nomination  his  father  Henry  Wilson  was  not  a 
parishioner  of  Twickenham,  and  was  not  legally  rated  to  the  poor, 
and  that  if  the  Defendant  was  elected  he  should  take  such  pro- 
ceedings against  them  as  he  should  be  advised. 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  at  the  time  of 
the  said  election  the  Defendant  H,  A.  Wilson  was  not  eUgible  to 
partake  of  the  benefits  of  the  charity,  and  that  the  election  was 
invalid ;  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  to  have  been  duly 
elected,  or  if  not,  that  a  new  election  might  be  directed,  and  in  the 
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meantime  that  the  governors  of  Ghrisfs  HospHal  might  be  re-    V.-O.M. 
strained  from  admitting  the   Defendant  H.  A.  Wilson  to  the       1875 
benefits  of  the  charity.  Eth^otok 

The  institution  of  the  suit  was  duly  authorized  by  an  order  of     ™.  *• 
the  Board  of  Charity  Commissioners.  

The  evidence  in  support  of  the  facts  as  to  the  status  of  parish- 
ioner which  was  alleged  by  the  Defendant  JET.  A.  Wilson^  and  on 
which  alone  he  could  be  eligible  as  a  '^  claim  child/'  was  to  the 
following  effect : — That  Henry  Wthon,  the  father  of  the  Defendant, 
had  some  time  previously  to  the  date  of  the  election  made  in- 
quiries respecting  the  terms  upon  which  his  son,  who  was  admitted 
to  be  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  founder,  could  claim  to  be 
elected  to  the  charity ;  that  about  a  month  before  the  notice  that 
an  election  would  take  place  he  had  called  upon  the  vestry  clerk, 
Mr.  Lofiey  and  requested  him  to  ascertain  whether  there  was  a 
house  in  Twickenham  which  he  could  rent  for  the  purpose  of  be- 
coming a  parishioner;  that  in  pursuance  of  such  request  Mr. 
Lane  made  inquiries,  and  shortly  afterwards  informed  him  there 
was  a  house  in  Bach  Baad,  Twickenham,  which  he  might  rent  at  a 
sum  of  £18  per  annum ;  and  Mr.  Lane,  upon  receiving  instructions 
from  Henry  Wilson,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  Mr.  Stroud,. 
who  was  the  agent  for  the  owner  of  such  house,  by  which  Henry 
Wilson  became  the  tenant  for  a  term  of  three  months  at  a  rent  of 
30b.  per  month,  with  liberty  to  continue  the  tenancy,  and  to  ter- 
minate it  at  any  time  by  giving  one  month's  notice ;  that  H.  A. 
Wilson  had  subsequently  called  upon  Mr.  Stroud,  and  received  the 
key  of  the  house ;  and  that  Lane  had,  on  behalf  of  Wilson,  paid 
Stroud  305.  for  the  first  month's  rent  on  the  day  previous  to  the 
nomination  of  candidates  for  election;  that  he  had,  after  the 
day  of  such  nomination,  placed  in  the  house  vai^ous  articles  of 
furniture,  and  had  on  several  occasions  (the  first  being  subsequent . 
to  the  election  meeting  of  the  31st  of  December,  1874)  slept  in  the 
house,  but  had  not  otherwise  occupied  it  since  the  day  on  which 
he  became  such  tenant.  It  also  appeared  that  on  the  I8th  of  De- 
cember he  had  gone  to  Mr.  Lane,  the  vestry  clerk,  and  had  required 
him  to  place  his  name  on  the  ratepayers'  book  as  a  parishioner  of 
Tu)iekenham,  and  that  Mr.  Lane  had  written  his  name  in  the  book 
in  pencil,  and  received  from  him  the  sum  of  170.  6d  in  respect  of 
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V.-0.  M.  rates,  and  had  subsequently  entered  his  name  fully  in  the  rate- 
1875  book  as  such  parishioner. 
Ethbbd^gtok  There  was  evidence  given  by  the  Plaintiff  that  he  had  on  two 
occasions  posted  letters  to  Henry  Wilson,  addressed  to  the  house 
alleged  to  have  been  rented  by  him,  and  that  such  letters  were 
returned  through  the  Post  Office  with  the  words  ''not  known" 
written  thereon. 

Mr.  Bawlins  (Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C,  with  him),  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  only  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  is  whether  or 
not  the  Defendant  H.  A.  Wihan  was  eligible  to  be  elected  for  a 
nomination  to  ChrisPs  Hospital  under  the  scheme  settled  by  the 
Court  in  1868  for  the  regulation  of  this  charity.  It  is  admitted 
that  he  was  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  founder,  but  it  is  also 
requisite  under  the  scheme  that  he  should  have  been  born  in  the 
parish  oi-Twickenhamf  or  that  his  parents,  or  one  of  them,  should 
be  or  should  have  been  parishioners  or  a  parishioner  of  the  parish 
for  the  time  being  exercising  the  right  to  elect ;  or,  in  the  event 
of  there  being  no  child  eligible  within  the  parish,  then  that  he  or 
his  parents  should  be  or  should  have  been  parishioners  of  a  con- 
tiguous or  adjoining  parish.  The  evidence  in  favour  of  the  De- 
fendant's father  being  a  parishioner  of  Twickenham  shews  clearly 
that  he  took  a  house  in  the  parish  for  three  months  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  obtaining  a  qualification  for  his  son,  and^  without  any 
intention  of  residing  in,  or  in  any  way  occupying  it.  It  is  true  that 
the  Acts  by  which  parish  vestries  are  regulated  (58  Oeo.  3,  c.  69, 
and  59  Geo.  3,  c.  85)  give  the  right  of  voting  at  vestries  to  the  fol- 
lowing classes,  viz. :  1.  Inhabitants  who  have  been  actually  rated 
to  the  last  poor-rate ;  2.  Persons  who  have  become  inhabitants  or 
become  liable  to  be  rated  since  the  making  of  the  last  poor-rate, 
if  they  consent  to  be  rated ;  and  3.  Persons,  even  non-residents, 
who  have  been  rated  to  the  poor  in  respect  of  any  annual  rent, 
profit,  or  value  arising  from  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments 
in  the  parish.  But  the  Defendant  Wilson's  father  does  not  fall 
within  any  one  of  these  categories.  It  must  be  admitted  that 
as  a  general  rule  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  parishioner  to  be  a 
resident  in  the  parish :  Jeff^rey's  Case  (1) ;  but  the  property  must 

(1)  6  Rep.  66  b. 
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be  in  his  own  proper  occupation,  and  a  casual  sojourner  will  not     Y.-G.  M. 
do :  Steer's  Parish  Law  (1),  citing  HdUedge's  Case  (2) ;  and,  further,       1875 
in  a  case  of  this  kind — a  local  charity  for  which  parishionership  is  ethkbinqton 
expressed  to  be  the  qualification — ^the  sense  and  reason  of  the  thing     y^^^^ 

imply  something  more  than  mere  non-resident  occupation.   Some-       

times  in  analogous  cases  we  find  a  resident  qualification  positively 
expressed :  Aitomey-General  v.  BoviU  (3),  and  the  recent  Act  of 
37  &  38  Vict  c.  85,  the  Pvhlic  Worship  Begulatwn  Act,  which 
describes  a  parishioner  to  mean  a  person  who  has  for  one  year  had 
his  usual  place  of  abode  in  the  parish.  In  the  present  case  we 
have  a  right  to  assume  that  the  Court  intended  there  should  be  a 
reasonable  period  of  residence.  Such  a  period,  for  instance,  as 
would  be  required  for  giving  a  legal  settlement  in  the  parish. 

At  several  of  our  •public  schools  there  is  a  period  of  residence, 
usually  a  year,  prescribed  for  every  person  who  wishes  to  obtain 
the  benefits  of  the  foundation  for  his  family.      .  .  ^ 

We  say  that  the  election  of  the  Defendant  was  void  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  eligible  to  be  a  candidate,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, all  the  votes  given  in  his  favour  were  thrown  away,  and 
the  Plaintifi*,  who  was  the  only  other  candidate,  was  actually 
elected.  For  this  we  have  the  authority  of  the  Braintree  Case, 
Ooding  v.  Vdey  (4) ;  Trench  v.  Nolan  (5) ;  and  the  Ttpperary 
Election  Case  (6). 

Mr.  /.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  PhiUimore,  for  the  vicar  and 
churchwardens  of  Tunckenham : — 

The  word  *'  parishioner  "  has  frequently  received  a  definite  con- 
struction. In  Jeffery*s  Case  (7)  it  was  held  that  the  occupier  of 
lands,  though  living  out  of  the  parish,  is,  in  judgment  of  law,  a 
parishioner,  and  may  come  to  the  assemblies  of  parishioners.  And 
in  Attomey-Oenerdl  v.  Parker  (8)  it  was  said,  "  The  word  *  parish- 
ioner '  is  a  very  large  word,  and  takes  in  not  only  inhabitants  of  a 
parish  but  persons  who  are  occupiers  of  lands  that  pay  the  rates, 
though  they  are  not  resident." 

(1)  3rd  Ed.  p.  21.  (5)  Ir.  Rep.  6  C.  L.  464. 

(2)  2  Roll  Rep.  238.  (6)  Ibid.  9  C.  L.  217. 

(3)  1  Ph.  762.  (7)  5  Rep.  66  b. 

(4)  7  Q.  B.  406.  (8)  3  Atk.  676. 
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y.-O.  M.        It  is  provided  by  the  Acts  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  and  59  Greo.  3,  c.  85, 

1875        for  the  regulation  of  parish  vestries,  that  all  inhabitants  rated  to 

Etherington  the  relief  of  the  poor,  whether  resident  inhabitants  of  the  parish 

WiLBOM.     ^'  ^^^*  ^^  entitled  to  attend  the  vestries  and  vote  thereat^  and 

—        this  right  is  extended  by  the  4th  section  of  the  former  Act  to  all 

inhabitants  coming  into  the  parish  since  the  last  poor-rate  if  they 

consented  to  be  rated :  Prideavais  Chnrchwardens'  Guide  (I). 

The  Defendant's  father,  James  Wibofiy  fulfils  all  the  requisites 
to  entitle  him  to  be  a  parishioner. 

If  the  Court  should  hold  this  election  to  be  void,  then  we  say 
that  there  should  be  a  re-election,  upon  the  authority  of  Beg.  v. 
Mayor  of  Tewhedmry  (2),  where  it  was  held  that  the  mere  know- 
ledge on  the  part  of  the  electors  who  voted  for  an  unqualified 
candidate  that  he  was  not  qualified,  did  no4  amount  to  a  know- 
ledge that  he  was  disqualified  in  point  of  law,  and  therefore  their 
votes  were  not  thrown  away. 

Then  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit;  in  case  the  Court  should  decide 
in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  we  contend  that  this  being  a  suit  for  the 
administration  of  the  charity,  and  in  order  to  direct  the  future 
elections  under  the  charity,  the  costs  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  charity.    This  was  done  in  Garter  v.  OropUy  (3). 

Mr.  SimmondSf  for  the  Defendant,  H.  A.  Wilson,  followed  the 
same  argument. 

Mr.  FreeUnffy  for  the  governors  of  Chrisfs  Hospital,  submitted 
that,  under  any  circumstances,  the  costs  ought  not  to  fall  upon  the 
charity,  since  the  funds  were  solely  devoted  to  the  purposes  of 
education ;  and  there  had  been  a  guarantee  given  at  the  direction 
of  the  Charity  Commissioners  that  the  charity  should  not  be  subject 
to  any  costs  occasioned  by  this  suit. 

Sib  K.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

The  Plaintiff  was  fully  justified  in  instituting  this  suit  in  order 
to  obtain  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  question,  but  the  pro- 
ceedings have  been  extended  to  much  too  great  a  length.    They 

(1)  Page  110.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  629. 

(3)  8  D.  M.  &  a.  680. 
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might  have  been  brought  into  a  small  compass,  and  the  costs     V.-C.  M. 
would  have  been  trifling,  whereas  now  they  will  probably  be  very        1875 
large.     The  allegation  of  the  Plaintiff  is  that  the  election  of  jj^j^g^^j 
Wilson  was  void,  because  his  father  was  not  a  parishioner  of     ^  '- 

^  Wilson. 

Twiekenham.  The  circumstances  with  regard  to  the  father  of  the  — 
Plaintiff  and  the  father  of  the  Defendant  are  these :  Mr.  Ether- 
inffton  IB  a  music  seller  at  Bichmond,  and  a  year  ago,  upon  the 
occasion  of  a  vacancy  occurring  for  the  election  of  a  boy  to  this 
charity,  he  took  a  shop  at  Twickenham,  and  set  up  there  a  branch 
place  for  the  sale  of  music,  in  order  to  qualify  himself  as  a 
parishioner  of  Tmekenham,  and  his  son,  that  is,  his  eldest  son, 
being  one  of  the  next  of  kin  to  the  founder  and  also  a  parishioner 
of  Tfviekenham,  was  elected  to  the  vacancy.  It  must  be  assumed 
that  he  took  the  shop  at  Twiekenham  for  the  purpose  of  qualifying 
for  the  election.  I  have  nothing  to  do  now  with  the  circumstances 
of  that  election,  but  tiiis  is  certain,  that  he  has  retained  the  shop 
ever  since,  and  his  daughter  resides  there,  and  the  business  is  still 
carried  on  by  a  foreman.  The  authorities  are  clear  upon  this 
point,  that  for  a  man  to  become  a  parishioner  in  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  term  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  reside  in  the 
parish  or  to  occupy  a  house  in  it ;  but  he  must  be  a  ratepayer  of 
the  parish.  The  Plaintiff's  son,  therefore,  has  all  the  requisite 
qualifications  for  a  candidate.  He  is  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
founder,  and  his  father  is  a  parishioner,  though  not  I'esident  in  the 
parish. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  facts  with  regard  to  the  Defendant, 
Sbnry  Arthur  Wiban,  are  these:  It  is.  admitted  that  he  is  of 
kin  to  the  founder,  but  it  is  denied  that  his  father  is  a  parish- 
ioner. The  real  question  is  whether  he  is  a  parishioner  within  the 
meaning  of  the  scheme  settled  by  this  Court.  My  opinion  is,  that 
the  intention  of  the  Court  was  that  the  scheme  should  be  acted 
upon  in  a  fair,  bond  fide,  and  honest  manner.  Mr.  Wihan  is,  no 
doubt,  a  man  of  respectability,  and  though  I  feel  bound  to  decide 
against  him,  there  is  nothing  blameable  in  what  he  has  done.  It 
appears  that  for  some  time  before  the  election  in  December  last 
he  had  made  inquiries  about  this  charity,  and  not  being  a  resident 
of  Twickenham,  and  having  no  connection  with  the  parish,  he  was 
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y.-C.  M.     desirous  of  qualifying  himself  in  this  respect,  and  for  that  purpose 

1875       he  got  into  communication  with  the  authorities  of  the  parish,  and 

ETHmiNGTON  ^^  much  favoured  by  Mr.  Lane,  the  vestry  clerk,  who  seems  to 

^  *'  ^      have  had  some  ground  of  dislike  to  Mr.  Etherington,  arising  pro- 

bably  from  a  suit  haying    been   instituted  by  that  gentleman 

against  the  parish,  the  costs  of  which  had  fallen  upon  the  vicar 
and  churchwardens.  From  whatever  cause  this  dislike  arose,  it 
seems  that  Mr.  Lane  did  his  best  to  procure  a  house  for  Mr.  Wihon, 
in  order  that  he  might  become  a  parishioner.  The  house  taken  by 
Mr.  Wihon  was  in  the  management  of  Mr.  Strovd^  the  son  of  the 
owner,  to  whom  Mr.  Lane  applied  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Wtbfm,  and  the 
house  was  taken  for  three  months  certain,  and  as  much  longer  as 
Mr.  Wihon  pleased,  subject  to  a  month's  notice  to  quit,  in  case  the 
tenancy  was  continued,  and  the  rent  was  to  be  30s.  per  montL 
Mr.  Wihon  never  went  to  reside  in  the  house,  although  he  saya 
he  has  slept  there  on  several  occasions.  It  is  even  doubtful 
when  the  house  was  actually  taken,  for  Mr.  Stroud  cannot  recollect 
the  date.  However,  the  day  before  the  vestry  meeting  was 
held  for  the  election  of  a  boy,  Mr.  Lane  went  to  Mr.  Shrovd^ 
and  paid  him  80s.  for  a  month's  rent  on  behalf  of  Wihon,  and 
then,  in  order  to  make  the  matter  more  certain,  Wihon  went 
to  Lane  and  asked  him  to  receive  a  payment  in  respect  of  rates* 
That  plan  Mr.  Lane  went  out  of  his  way  to  carry  through.  He 
has  stated  that  Wihon'a  name  was  inserted  in  the  rate-book  in 
pencil  on  the  18th  of  December,  but  I  cannot  help  thinking  that 
if  the  transaction  had  been  perfectly  fair,  and  if  he  had  thought 
there  was  no  objection,  the  entry  in  the  book  would  have  beeB 
boldly  and  openly  made,  but  it  seems  the  name  was  not  inserted 
in  ink  until  just  before  the  election  was  confirmed  by  the  parish- 
ioners. Then  this  sum  of  17s.  6d.  was  paid  for  rates  before  they 
were  even  demanded,  and  the  whole  transaction  was  effected  with 
the  aid  and  connivance  of  Mr.  Lane.  The  election  took  place  on 
the  31st  of  December  last,  and  it  is  certain  that  on  that  day  the 
shutters  of  the  house  remained  up,  and  it  had  not  been  occupied, 
but  since  the  period  of  the  election,  Mr.  Wihon,  to  give  colour  to 
the  scheme,  has  kept  possession  of  the  house  at  Tmekenham,  and 
has  put  a  few  articles  of  furniture  into  it ;  it  is  also  certain  that  h& 
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wa»  quite  recently  unknown  as  a  resident  in  the  parish,  since     Y.-O.M. 
tseveral  letters  written  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff  were  returned       1875 
through  the  Post  Office  with  the  word  **  unknown  "  upon  them.  Kthxbisgtok 
NevertiieleBS,  Mr.  Wihon  would  wish  me  to  believe  tbat  he,  a     ^j^y 

tailor's  foreman,  residing  in  Weatminslerf  is  keeping  up  a  country       

boose  at  Twickenham.  By  these  colourable  transactions  he  has 
^been  the  occupier  of  a  house  in  the  parish  since  November ;  and 
though  I  agree  with  the  authorities  that  a  man  may  be  a  parish- 
ioner without  residing  in  the  parish,  that  cannot  hold  good  unless 
lie  is  a  hona  fide  holder  of  property  there.  When,  however,  the 
'Court  is  asked  to  decide  whetiier  Mr.  Wthon  was  a  parishioner  at 
the  time  of  tiie  eleotion,  within  the  meaning  of  the  scheme,  all  I 
•can  say  is»  tiiat  it  was  a  mere  colourable  pretence,  and  I  am  satis- 
fied that  Mr.  Wihon  never  intended  to  have  any  further  connection 
with  Twickenham  than  was  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  get  his 
son  elected  to  this  charity.  Under  those  ciroumstauoes  it  is  im- 
possible for  me  to  decide  that  such  a  colourable  occupation 
brought  him  within  the  meaning  of  a  parishioner,  as  described  by 
the  scheme.  I  am  sorry  that  the  scheme  did  not  more  definitely 
point  out  what  a  parishioner  was,  and  if  I  had  had  the  question 
brought  to  my  mind,  I  should  have  inserted  words  making  it  neces- 
sary for  a  person  to  reside  in  the  parish  for  a  year*  before  he  was 
•  considered  eligible,  and  I  think  that  a  petition  ought  to  be  presented 
for  the  purpose  of  having  the  scheme  altered  in  that  respect. 

I  consider  that  I  am  bound  to  look  at  the  honest  and  proper 
meaning  of  the  word  as  used  v\  the  scheme,  and  I  would  no  more 
allow  such  a  colourable  attempt  to  evade  the  meaning  of  the  word 
than  I  would  if  I  were  an  election  judge  deciding  upon  the  validity 
of  a  Parliamentary  election.  I  must  look  at  the  honesty  and 
fairness  of  the  transaction,  and  my  opinion  is  that  the  whole  thing 
IS  a  mere  attempt  to  evade  the  schema  I  have  no  hesitation  in 
saying  it  was  altogether  colourable  and  unfair,  and  that  Mr. 
WUconf  in  the  honest  meaning  of  the  word,  was  not  a  parishioner 
oi  Twickenham. 

Then  as  to  the  question  whether  a  re-election  is  to  take  place. 

It  appears  that  Mr.  Etherinffton  on  the  day  of  eleotion  issued 

•a  protest  against  the  election  of  the  Defendant  Wihon,  on  the 
VOL.XX.  2  X  2 
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V.-O.  M.  groond  that  at  the  date  of  the  nomination  his  father  was  not  a 
1875  parishioner  of  Ttoiekenhamf  and  he  was  not  legally  rated  to  the 
ETHmmoTON  V^^^  ^^  ^^^  parish.  Although  there  was  a  majority  of  votes  in 
WiLso  fervour  of  the  Defendant^  I  must  hold  that  all  the  votes  given  for 
—^  him  were  bad.  After  that  distinct  notice  those  who  voted  for  him 
were  bound  to  make  inquiries,  and  as  the  Defendant  was  not  duly 
qualified  to  be  a  candidate  they  threw  their  votes  away.  That 
was  the  case  in  the  late  election  for  Tipperary  (.1),  where  the 
decision  was  not  that  of  a  single  election  Judge,  but  the  solemn 
decision  of  all  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  in  Irdand,  and 
there  it  was  held  that  all  the  votes  given  for  Mr.  Mitchell  were 
thrown  away,  and  that  Mr.  Moore^  who  was  the  opposing  candidate, 
was  duly  elected.  I  should  have  been  sorry  if  I  had  felt  myself 
bound  upon  the  authority  of  Beg.  v.  Mayer  of  Tewkedmry  (2) 
to  have  held  this  election  void,  since  it  would  probably  have 
given  rise  to  much  ill  feeling  in  the  parish  if  another  election 
had  taken  place.  That  case,  however,  was  totally  different.  There 
the  disqualification  was  not  so  plain  as  it  is  here.  The  candidate 
was  disqualified  on  a  point  of  law  which  the  electors  might  not 
have  been  supposed  capable  of  appreciating,  and  therefore  their 
votes  were  held  not  to  have  been  thrown  away. 

I  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Plaintiff  has  suc- 
ceeded in  shewing  that  the  Defendant  was  disqualified  to  be  a 
candidate,  and  that  he,  being  the  only  other  candidate,  was  duly 
elected. 

As  to  the  costs  of  this  suit,  I  feel  some  difficulty  in  deciding  the 
question.  I  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  vicar  and  church- 
wardens acted  from  any  other  motive  than  that  of  settling  a  dis- 
puted point  in  the  administration  of  the  charity,  and  I  think  the 
Plaintiff  was  justified  in  instituting  these  proceedings ;  but,  in  my 
opinion,  they  have  been  conducted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  increase 
the  costs  unnecessarily. 

It  would  be  useless  to  order  the  Defendant  Wilson  to  pay  the 

costs,  and  I  do  not  think  I  should  be  justified  in  throwing  the 

costs  upon  the  charity.    Therefore,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  the 

best  decree  to  make  will  be  that  the  costs  of  the  charity  should  be 

(1)  It.  Rep.  9  a  L.  217.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  Q.  B.  629. 
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paid  bj  the  Plaintiff  and  added  to  his  own ;  that  the  costs  of  the     V.-O.  M. 
Plaintiff  be  paid  by  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish,        1875 
but  such  costs  to  be  taxed  upon  the  ''lower  scale''  &ppli<^ble  ETHSBmoTOK 
to  suits  under  £1000,  and  that  the  Defendant  Wilson  should  pay     ^^y 
his  own  costs.  

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  Montagu  Scott. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant  Wilson :  Mr.  B.  Hewlett. 
Solicitors  for  the  Parish  of  Twieienham:  Messrs,  Wright  & 
PHly. 
Solicitors  for  Chrisfs  Hospital :  Messrs.  Beaeheroft  (&  Thompson. 


2X2  fi 
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V.-C.  B;  In  re  BRAMPTON  AND  LONGTOWN  RAILWAY 

1875  COMPANT. 


June  2. 


May  22,  27,  ADDISON'S  CASE. 

28,  29,  31 ; 

Companies  Act,  1862,  «.  109 — Winding-up-^CoiUract  of  Indemnity — Authority 

of  Agent. 

Under  the  jurisdiction  to  adjust  the  rights  of  the  contribntories  amongflt 
themselves  given  by  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  109,  the  Court  will  not 
imder  l^e  winding'^np  enforce  an  alleged  contract  by  the*  promoters  to  in- 
demnify persons  signing  the  subscription  contract  against  all  liability  in 
respect  of  the  shares,  by  directing  a  call  payable  primarily  by  the  promoters 
only. 

The  authority  of  the  clerk  of  a  solicitor  engaged  in  getting  up  a  railway 
company  to  bind  the  company  by  a  representation  to  persons  signing  the 
subscription  contract  that  Ibey  would  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  anything 
unless  the  line  was  made  and  opened,  discussed. 

Adjourned  summons  on  behalf  of  contributones  under 
ihe  winding-up  of  the  Brampton  and  Longtovon  Railway  Company, 
that  the  names  of  Messrs.  ShaWj  Nimmo,  and  McNay^  be  placed  on 
a  separate  list  of  contributories  for  the  number  of  shares  appended 
to  their  names  respectively  in  the  list  of  contributories,  and  that 
the  names  of  the  applicants  be  also  placed  in  a  separate  list  of 
•contributories  for  the  number  of  shares  appended  to  their  names 
respectively  on  the  said  list ;  and  that  directions  might  be  given 
for  making  calls  on  the  contributories  in  the  first  of  such  separate 
lists  in  priority  to  those  whose  names  should  be  placed  on  the 
second  of  the  separate  lists,  and  'such  other  directions  as  might 
be  necessary  for  adjusting  amongst  themselves  the  rights  of  the 
contributories  whose  names  should  be  placed  on  such  separate 
lists. 

The  material  facts  are  stated  in  the  report  of  Shavfs  Claim  (1), 
from  which  it  appears  that  the  Brampton  and  Longtown  BaHway 
was  projected  before  1865,  and  actively  promoted  by  Messrs. 
Bodds  iSc  Hendry  J  the  parliamentary  agents;  Kimmo  &  MeNdy, 
the  engineers ;  Shaw^  the  solicitor ;  and  Boulton  A  Bodds^  railway 
<2ontractors.     Waugh  and  other  owners  of  land  along  the  proposed 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ck  177. 
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line  conBOiited  to  allow  their  names  to  appear  as  provisional     V.-C.  B. 
diredoiB  upon  reoeiving  from  ShaWy  NimmOy  and  MeNay,  a  written       I875 
guarantee  against  liability  for  any  expenses  incurred  prior  to  the    AoraDN's 
paning  of  the  Act.  Q*"* 

During  the  progress  of  the  bill  through  Parliament  it  was  oon-- 
sidered  desirable  to  obtain  signatures  to  the  subscription  contract 
as  evidence  of  the  pecuniary  support  given  to  the  imdertaking  by 
persons  residing  in  the  locality  through  which  the  line  was  in- 
tended to  pass,  and  also  to  meet  the  requisitions  of  Lord  Bedesdalej 
as  Chairman  of  Oommittees. 

Shaw,  who  was  the  solicitor  to  the  imdertakingy  was  actively 
engaged  in  procuring  signatures  to  the  subscription  contract,  and 
represented  to  Waugh  that  the  contiact,  if  signed,  would  not  be 
used  or  acted  on  unless  the  line  were  made.  On  the  fedth  of  this 
representation,  and  on  the  repeated  assurance  by  Norris  (a  clerk 
of  Shawns)  that  be  ( Wauffh)  should  not  be  called  on  for  a  penny 
unless  the  Une  was  made,  and  that  the  contract  was  only  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  the  bill  safely  passed,  Wauffh  s^ed  the  sub- 
scriptian  contract.  The  applicants  (Messrs.  Addiean  and  others) 
who  had  signed  the  subscription  contract,  stated  that  they  had 
been  induced  to  do  so  by  representations  made  to  them  by  Norrh, 
and  his  positive  assurance  that  they  should  not  incur  any  liability, 
or  ^  be  called  upon  to  pay  one  penny  of  expenses  "  unless  tiie  line 
was  made  and  opened,  or  unless  the  undertaking  was  carried  out. 
The  Act  was  passed  in  1866,  but  it  being  found  impossible  to 
proceed  with  the  undertaking  the  construction  of  ike  line  was 
never  commenced,  and  the  undertaking  was  abandoned  under  SO  & 

31  YkL  c.  127.    In  December,  1868,  an  order  was  made  nmder 

32  ft  33  YkL  c.  114,  for  winding  up  the  company. 

Oloiins  having  been  carried  in  xmder  the  winding-up  hj,8haur 
for  pvofeariciial  servfioes  (£858),  and  by  Nrnnmo  Jb  HhNwy  for 
engineering  work  (£1000),  these  claims  were  resisted  hj  Waugh 
and  the  other  persons  who  had  signed  the  subscription  contract,  on 
{he  ground  that  they  had  been  induced  to  sign  by  the  misrepre- 
sentation and  assurances  of  Bhaw  and  Narris,  as  i^ents  <of  Shawr 
Ntmmo^  and  JbNitjf. 

The  daims  were  allowed  by  Yice-ChanceUor  Baeon,  and  on  the 
11th  of  January,  1875,  the  Yice-Ghancellor^s  decision  was  a£Srmed 
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y.-0.  B.     by  the  CSourt  of  Appeal  (I),  their  Lordships  being  of  opinion  that 

1875        the  engagement,  even  if  proved,  was  an  engagement  to  indemnify 

Addibon'8    ^^^  particular  shareholders  individually,  and  had  not  the  effect  of 

^^       exonerating  the  company  in  its  corporate  capacity.    In  dismissing 

the  appeal  the  following  words  were  added, ''  But  this  order  is  to 

be  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  of  the  said  alleged  oontributories 

which  they  may  be  advised  to  make  on  the  ground  of  indemnity/' 

The  names  of  Wauffh  and  the  other  persons  who  had  signed  the 

subscription  contract  under  the  above  stated  circumstances  having 

been  placed  on  the  list  of  oontributories,  the  above  summons  had 

been  taken  out  and  was  now  adjourned  into  Court. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  L.  Wilkinson,  for  the  applicants : — 

A  contract  on  the  part  of  Shaw,  Nimmo,  and  MeNay,  as  pro- 
moters, to  indemnify  the  persons  whom  they  induced  to  sign  the 
subscription  contract  against  all  liability  in  the  event  of  the  line 
not  being  made  and  opened,  has  been  clearly  established ;  and  the 
Court  will  give  effect  to  it  and  adjust  the  equities  between  the 
oontributories  by  dividing  the  indemniiSers  and  the  indemnified 
into  two  classes,  and  making  a  call  in  the  first  instance  upon  the 
indemnifiers  only,  and  not  upon  the  general  body  until  the  former 
class  has  been  exhausted :  Lindlsy  on  Partnership  (2) ;  Compan%e$ 
Ad,  1862,  s.  109.  The  representations  shewn  to  have  been  made 
by  Nanris  were  made  by  Norris  acting  entirely  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority  as  agent  for  the  promoters,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  signatures  to  the  subscription  contract :  and  having  been 
held  out  to  the  persons  whose  signatures  were  obtained  as  an 
agent  having  competent  authority,  his  principals,  the  promoters, 
now  represented  by  the  company,  are  bound  by  the  contracts  made 
by  him — ^*  although,  in  fact,  he  has  in  the  particular  instance  ex- 
ceeded or  violated  his  instructions,  and  acted  without  authority :" 
Story  on  Agency  (3). 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Smart,  for  Shaw,  Nimmo,  and  McNay : — 

We  deny  that  there  was  ever  anything  amounting  to  a  contract 
to  indemnify  the  persons  who  signed  the  subscription  contract 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  177.  (2)  Pages  1473, 1474. 

(3)  §  443. 


Gabs. 
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against  any  sums  they  might  be  called  upon  to  pay  in  their     V.-O.B. 
character  of  shareholders ;  and  it  has  been  already  stated  in  the       1875 
Court  of  Appeal  (1)  that  the  evidence,  even  if  accepted  as  uncon-    Addison's 
tradicted,  does  not  amount  to  anything  entitling  the  applicants  to 
say  more  than  that  there  has  been  an  engagement  to  indenmify 
them  as  individuals. 

Any  representation  such  as  is  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
Nonris  was  not  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  as  agent,  was 
in  excess  of  the  authority  committed  to  him,  and,  even  if  authorized 
by  any  instructions  from  his  principal,  cannot  have  the  effect  of 
binding  the  company :  Western  Bank  of  Scotland  y.  Addie  (2) ; 
CoOen  V.  Gardner  (3) ;  DuJce  of  Beaufort  v.  Nedd  (4) ;  Story  on 
Agency  (5). 

But  even  assuming  the  existence  of  such  a  contract,  and  the 
authority  of  Norris  to  make  it,  there  is  no  authority  for  making  a 
call  under  the  winding-up  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  mere 
collateral  contract  of  indemnity.  No  such  right  can  be  asserted 
under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  sect.  102,  which  gives  the  Court 
power  to  make  calls  ''for  the  adjustment  of  the  rights  of  the  con- 
tributories  amongst  themselves,"  or  under  sect.  109 :  ''  The  Court 
shall  adjust  the  rights  of  the  contributories  amongst  themselves, 
and  distribute  any  surplus  that  may  remain  among  the  parties  en- 
titled thereto ;"  for  the  equity  now  asserted  is  not  between  contri- 
butories in  that  capacity,  but  in  respect  of  a  contract  of  indem- 
nity alleged  to  have  been  given  by  persons  who  only  subsequently 
became  shareholders. 

Even  if  such  a  contract  could  be  enforced,  the  rights  of  the 
parties  would  not  be  adjusted,  as  the  total  amount  payable  on  the 
shares  of  Shaw,  Nimmo,  and  McNay  would  not  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  debts  of  the  company  already  proved. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Millar^  for  the  official  liquidators. 

Mr.  Fry,  in  reply : — 

1.  Although  it  has  been  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that 
there  was  no  contract  which  enured  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  182.  (3)  21  Beav.  540. 

(2)  Ibid.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  145, 157.  (4)  12  CI.  &  F.  248. 

(5)  §  105. 
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y.-G.  B.     pany,  the  decision  was  expressly  without  prejudice  to  the  question 

1875  of  indemnity  to  the  particular  shareholders. 
ADraov'B  2.  It  is  said  that  at  the  utmost  there  has  been  a  representation,. 
^^"-  and  not  a  contract,  but  where  a  person  makes  a  representation 
under  circumstances  which  he  must  know  will  be  laid  before  other 
persons  who  are  to  act  on  the  faith  of  his  representation  being  trae,. 
and  who  do  act  upon  it»  equity  will  bind  him  by  such  representa- 
tion, treating  it  as  a  contract :  MaunseU  y.  Hedges  (1). 

3.  The  Court  has  jurisdiction,  as  in  the  case  of  a  partnership 
(where  there  has  been  an  agreement  by  some  of  the  partners  to  in- 
demnify the  others)  to  work  out  the  equities  between  the  parties 
by  making  such  a  call  as  will  put  all  the  dififerent  parties  upon  a 
rightful  footing :  Be  Marylehone  Joint  Stock  Bank  (2). 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

In  my  opinion  there  is  no  ground  upon  which  I  can  with  safety 
accede  to  this  application.  On  the  former  occasion,  when,  as  has- 
been  truly  said,  the  case  of  Mr.  fVatiffh  was  that  misrepresentatioiL 
had  been  made  to  him,  I  was  satisfied  that  no  misrepresentation 
had  been  made.  The  case  afterwards  went  to  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
and  there,  as  has  been  truly  said  and  was  agreed  on  both  sides,. 
the  decision  went  on  the  ground  that  if  all  that  was  stated  in  the 
afiSdavits  were  true  that  amounted  to  no  more  than  an  engage* 
ment  to  indemnify  certain  persons  as  individuals.  Whether  there 
had  been  such  an  engagement  or  not  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the 
Lords  Justices  forebore  to  express  any  sort  of  opinion. 

Upon  the  facts  of  the  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  out  of 
all  possibility  or  plausibility  to  suppose  that  any  person  who 
signed  that  contract  signed  it  on  the  understanding  that  he  was 
to  acquire  the  property  which  the  shares  would  represent  with- 
out the  disbursement  of  a  shilling  or  the  liability  to  contribute 
a  shilling.  But,  even  assuming  these  representations  to  have  been 
made,  Norria  was  merely  an  attorney's  derk  sent  down  for  a 
special  purpose  clearly  defined,  with  an  authority  to  do  all  that 
was  requisite  in  the  character  of  an  attorney's  clerk  to  procure 
signatures  to  the  subscription  contract.    No  doubt  he  expressed 

(1)  4  H.  L.  C.  1089, 1056.  (2)  25  L.  J.  (Ch.)  650. 
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himself  yeiy  favourably  towards  the   undertaking ;    but  what     V.-C.  B. 
authority  had  he  to  say^  ^  On  behalf  of  my  master,  and  on  behalf       1S75 
of  the  persons  who  are  associated  with  him  as  promoters  of  the    ADrasoN'ft 
undertaking,  I  agree  to  hold  you  harmless  from  all  the  conse-       ^^^ 
quenoes  of  signing  this  contract    More  than  that ;  I  agree  that  if 
you  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  any  money,  and  shall  pay  it,  niy 
master  and  the  others  shall  pay  it  back  again."    For  such  an 
authority  there  must  be  some  proof.    Proof  there  was  none,  and  it 
was  denied  that  any  such  authority  was  givea.    It  would  be 
unsafe  and  «unjust  in  the  highest  degree  to  adopt  the  conclusion  of 
these  applicants,  and  hold  that  they  were  entitled  in  the  winding- 
up  of  this  company  to  hanre  the  performance  of  what  they  called 
the  indemnity  entered  into  by  these  three  persons  enforced. 

Then  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  raised,  and  upon  the 
policy  of  the  Winding-wp  Act,  Be  MarylAone  Joint  Stock  Bank  (1) 
is  referred  to ;  but  that  case,  in  my  opinion,  has  no  application 
at  all,  because  upon  general  principles  of  equity,  in  a  common 
partnership,  if  there  were  equities  to  be  ascertained  and  de» 
termined  between  the  parties  to  the  partnership,  the  Court  would 
find  the  means  of  doing  that.  The  applicants  say  that  they 
have  got  a  contract  of  indemnity,  and  have  a  right  to  enforce 
it  No  one  says  that  if  they  have  a  contract  for  indemnity  they 
are  not  entitled  to  enforce  it  The  law  is  open  to  them ;  but  are 
they  entitled  to  enforce  it  under  this  winding-up?  The  Act 
has  said  that  the  rights  of  the  partied  shall  be  determined  and 
settled,  and  the  rights  alleged  do  not  arise  out  of  this  winding- 
up.  The  subscription  contract  having  been  entered  into,  the 
undertaking  is  not  carried  on  for  some  reason  or  other.  But  if 
the  case  of  the  applicants  were  established  ever  so  much,  what 
has  that  to  do  with  the  winding-up  ?  In  my  opinion  it  does  not 
come  within  the  words  or  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  And  if  I 
entertained  any  doubt  about  that,  I  should  still,  considering  the 
danger  of  making  a  precedent  of  that  nature,  hesitate  very  much 
before  I  made  an  order;  inasmuch  as  the  right  of  working  out 
the  indemnity,  as  it  is  called,  in  the  winding-up  might  with 
equal  plausibility  be  extended  to  any  other  right  of  action  in  tort, 
trespass,  debt,  or  other  proceeding.  I  do  not  think  that  was  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  but  I  think  the  meaning  is 

(1)  26  L,  J.  (Ch.)  660. 
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V.-O.B.     sufficiently  apparent,  and  the  case  before  yice-Cbancellor  Kith 
1875        derdey  is  a  strong  illustration  of  it,  that  if  in  the  course  of  the  trans- 

Ai)BiDB0N*8  Actions  which  have  taken  place  between  the  parties  there  arise  any 
^^  special  equities,  those  can  be  arranged  in  the  winding-up.  But  ia 
introduce  sixty  actions  for  indemnity,  and  have  them  determined 
(how  they  are  to  be  determined  I  cannot  tell),  is,  in  my  opinion, 
not  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  Although  the 
suggestion  is  at  least  ingenious,  and  it  may  be  said  to  be  in  some 
sense  plausible,  the  contrivance  of  making  separate  lists,  the 
object  being  to  cast  the  burden  on  the  persons  who  should  thereby 
become  liable  to  contribute  in  the  first  instance,  viz.,  the  present 
respondents,  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be  adopted.  In  my  opinion,  I 
cannot  and  ought  not  to  accede  to  the  application  now  made,  and 
I  therefore  dismiss  the  summons  with  costs.  It  will  be  under- 
stood that  my  refusal  to  entertain  this  claim  under  the  winding- 
up  does  not  prejudice,  or  alter,  or  affect  in  the  slightest  degree 
any  right  of  action  that  any  of  these  parties  may  have  against 
any  person  they  may  choose  to  sue,  but  I  will  not  put  such  words 
into  the  order. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  J.  Thomson  ;  Messrs.  Tahourdin$  <&  Hargreaves ; 
Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  dt  Co. 


June  10, 11, 


V.  0.  B.        ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  HACKNEY  LOCAL  BOARD. 

^^^  [1874    A.    92.] 

Injunction — Pollutum  of  Stream — Metropolis  Management  Amendment  Act, 
1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102),  «.  100— Notice  of  Proceeding. 

The  provisions  of  25'  &  26  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  106,  requiring  one  month's 
notice  to  be  served  before  instituting  any  proceeding  against  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  or  any  district  board  in  respect  of  anything  done  or  intended 
to  be  done  under  their  Parliamentary  powers,  do  not  affect  the  right  of  a 
riparian  owner,  whose  stream  is  being  polluted  by  the  drainage  works  of  a 
district  board,  to  summary  relief  by  injunction. 

The  authority  over  sewers,  and  tile  drainage  powers  given  by  Parliament 
to  local  boards,  do  not  authorize  the  committal  of  a  nuisance  by  the  boards 
in  their  exercise  of  such  powers. 

L  HIS  was  an  information  at  the  relation  of  J.  M.  Tetts,  of  Marsh 
HovLse^  in  the  parish  of  Hackney,  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the 
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Defendants^  the  Hackney  Local  Board,  from  draining  into  or  con-     v.-c.  B. 
necting  any  sewer  with  a  stream  called  the  Marsh  Brook,  which       1875 
runs  from  Lea's  Dock  through  Hackney  Marsh  and  ultimately    attorney- 
empties  itself  into  the  Thames,  bounding  on  the  east  and  south  of     ^^^^^^^ 
the  Plaintiff's  property,  which  consists  of  eight  acres  of  land  occu-     Haokhey 
pied  by  a  dwelling-house,  orchard,  garden,  and  paddocks.  

The  case  made  by  the  information  was  that  the  Marsh  Brook  in 
its  original  state  was  a  stream  of  clean,  wholesome  water,  full  of 
small  fish,  with  watercresses  growing  in  the  stream  and  flags  on 
the  banks. 

The  Defendants,  the  Hackney  Board  of  Works,  were  a  local 
board  incorporated  under  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Ad, 
1855,  and  the  several  Acts  in  connection  therewith. 

About  five  years  back  the  Defendants,  haying  been  restrained 
by  injunction  from  pouring  sewage  from  their  district  into  the 
Biver  Lea,  turned  a  sewer  into  the  head  of  Marsh  Brook  at  Lea's 
Bock,  and  had  more  recently  made  use  of  the  brook  as  a  sewer  for 
draining  a  collection  of  new  houses  {Bucdeuch  Terrace)  which 
had  been  built  in  the  district  near  the  Marsh  Brook,  The  result 
of  these  operations  had  been  to  conyert  the  clean  and  wholesome 
water  of  the  brook  into  a  foul  black  fluid  loaded  with  sewage 
matter,  emitting  an  oyerpowering  stench,  and  causing  an  abomin- 
able nuisance  and  serious  risk  to  the  health  of  the  relator  and  his 
family  and  the  inhabitants  of  the  immediate  neighbourhood. 

The  existence  of  a  nuisance  was  in  effect  admitted  by  the  De- 
fendants, but  the  case  raised  by  the  answer  was  that  the  Marsh 
Brook  had  long  ceased  to  be  a  watercourse,  and  was  in  reality  a 
sewer,  and  as  such  placed  under  their  control  by  the  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Act,  1855,  and  always  so  treated;  and  that 
they  had  only  acted  in  accordance  with  the  duty  imposed  by  the 
Local  Management  Acts  in  draining  into  it  the  sewage  from  new 
houses  in  the  district. 

The  Defendants  also  alleged  that  there  had  been  undue  haste, 
want  of  notice,  and  absence  of  inquiry  before  taking  these  pro- 
ceedings on  the  part  of  the  relator,  who  might  have  ascertained 
that  steps  were  being  taken,  in  conjunction  with  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  (now  nearly  carried  out),  which,  by  diverting 
the  sewage  into  the  Hackney  Brook  sewers  under  the  control  of 


628 


EQUITY  CASES. 


[L.B. 


V«"C  B. 
1875 

Attobxst- 
Gknxbal 

V. 

Haok»ey 
Local  BoABD. 


the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  would  abate  the  nuisance 
effectually. 

The  abfienoe  of  one  month's  notice  before  commencing  these 
proceedings,  as  required  by  .the  Metropolis  ManagemerU  Amendment 
Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102),  s.  106  (1),  was  also  relied  on  as 
a  fatal  objection  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Chishdm  Batten^  for  the  informant 
and  relator: — 

1.  The  MarA  Brook,  being  a  natural  stream  or  wateroourse 
formed  by  the  drainage  of  pasture  land,  is  not  a  sewer  within  the 
meaning  of  the  PMio  HedUh  Ad  (11  &  12  Yict  c.  63),  so  as  to 
give  the  local  board  the  right  to  pour  the  sewage  of  the  district 
into  it :  Beg.  v.  Qodmamheder  Jjoeci  Board  (2). 

2.  The  evidence  shews  that  a  nuisance,  rendering  the  enjoyment 
of  life  and  property  uncomfortable  to  the  relator  and  his  family,, 
has  been  created  by  the  operations  of  the  Defendants  in  draining 
into  the  Marsh  Brook :  Bex  v.  White  (3) ;  and  even  though  the 
brook  may  not  have  been  an  absolutely  pure  stream  before  J9if^ 
oleueh  Terrace  was  drained  into  it,  the  Court  will  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  increasing  and  continuing  the  nuisance  created 
by  their  operations:  Attomey^General  y.  Leeds  Corporation  (4). 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Solomon,  for  the  Defendants : — 

1.  Marsh  Brook  is  a  sewer,  and  as  such  became  yesled  in  the 
Defendants  under  the  Public  Health  and  Metroplis  Local  Manage- 
ment Acts,  with  full  authority  and  under  the  ohUgation  to  use  it 
for  the  purpose  of  draining  the  district;  and  the  Court  will  not 


(1)  '^No  writ  or  process  shall  be 
sued  out  against  or  served  upon,  and 
no  proceeding  shall  be  instituted  against, 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  or 
any  yestry  or  district  board  or  their 
clerk,  or  any  clerks,  &c.  ...  or  any 
person  whomsoever  acting  under  their 
or  any  of  their  directions,  for  anything 
done  or  intended  to  be  done  under  the 
powers  of  such  board  or  vestry  under 
the  said  Acts  or  this  Act,  until  the  ex- 
piration of  one  calendar  month  next 


after  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been 
served  upon  such  board  or  vestry  .  .  . 
And  upon  the  trial  of  any  action  the 
Plaintiff  shall  not  be  permitted  to  go 
into  evidence  of  any  cause  of  aotion, 
except  such  as  is  stated  in  the  notice  so 
served  or  delivered;  and  unless  such 
notioe  be  proved  the  jury  shall  find  for 
the  Defendant," 

(2)  Law  Bep.  I  Q.  B.  328. 

(3)  1  Burr.  334. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  5  Gh.  583. 
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interfere  with  the  Defendants  in  the  exercise  of  the  daties  im-     V.-G.B« 
posed  npon  them  by  the  Legislature.  1S75 

2^  The  relator  has  proceeded  with  undue  haste,  as  steps  are    ATromrKT- 
being  taken  to  connect  the  drainage  of  the  district  with  the     ^^^^bal 
Haekney  l^ooh  sewer  as  soon  as  that  sewer  shall  have  been  com-    Hacxhit 
pleted  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works — who,  as  we  submit,        .^ 
are  necessary  parties  to  the  suit — instead  of  draining  into  the 
Mar  A  Brook. 

3.  We  snbmit  that  the  relator  was  bound,  before  instituting  this 
>8uit,  to  have  given  the  one  month's  notice  required  by  25  &  26 
Yict.  a  102  (MeiropoUa  Management  Amendment  Act,  1862),  s»  106, 
before  any  proceedings  can  be  taken  in  respect  of  acts  done  under 
the  statutory  powers  given  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  or 
-a  local  board ;  and  as  he  has  not  complied  with  the  requirements 
^f  the  statute,  his  suit  must  be  dismissed :  Povibum  y.  Third  (1)« 

Sib  Jaues  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  that  the  relator  has  established  his  title  in  this  case, 
and  that  the  Attorney-General  has  shewn  his  right  to  institute  the 
suit.  It  has  been  objected  that  no  notice  of  an  intention  to  com- 
mence proceedings  has  been  given  as  required  by  ^ect.  106  of 
25  &  26  Vict  a  102.  The  policy  of  the  law  is,  that  if  these 
public  bodies,  entrusted  with  powers  for  public  purposes,  in  the 
•course  of  executing  those  powers  shall  happen  to  commit  any  inad- 
"vertence,  irregularity,  or  wrong,  then  before  anybody  has  a  right 
to  require  payment  from  them  in  respect  of  that  wrong  they  shall 
have  an  opportunity  of  setting  themselves  right ;  they  shall  have 
the  period  of  a  month  for  the  purpose  of  making  amends,  or  for 
restoring  if  they  have  taken  away  anything,  and  for  paying  for  • 
if  they  have  done,  any  damage.  That  is  the  meaning  of  this 
clause.  But  what  is  there  in  it  which  excludes  the  authority  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  ?  If  we  give  to  any  proceedings  contemplated 
by  that  clause  the  widest  signification  which  can  be  desired,  what 
has  that  to  do  with  the  speedy  remedy  which  the  law  has  given  to 
^  masn  who  complains  of  an  injury  which  can  be  best  redressed  by 
an  injunction  ?    If  he  were  to  wait  for  a  month  the  wrong  of  which 

(1)  Law  Bop.  2  C.  P.  449. 
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V.-C.  B.  he  complains  might  be  irreparable.   The  use  of  an  injunction  is  to 

1875  restrain  a  wrong  which  is  in  progress,  something  which  is  threat- 

Attobkey-  ^^^ ;  And  although  in  this  case  there  has  been  no  application  for 

Getoral  j^j^  interlocutory  injunction,  that  is  because  of  the  nature  of  the 

Hackney  defence  which  is  set  up  by  the  Defendants'  answer.    The  case  of 

Local  Boabd.  ,  . 

Poulsum  y.  Thirst  (1)  is  a  plain  illustration  of  what  I  am  saying. 

There  an  action  was  brought  against  a  contractor  employed  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  damages  sustained  by  his  negli* 
gence  in  executing  certain  works.  An  injunction  would  hare 
done  no  good  then ;  it  was  not  a  case  for  an  injunction.  He  had 
made  a  mistake  in  the  construction  of  the  works,  the  consequence 
of  which  was  that  water  flowed  in  to  the  injury  of  the  Plaintiff. 
There  was  no  injunction ;  the  thing  was  done ;  an  injunction 
would  have  been  useless:  But  the  relator  in  this  suit  was  bound 
to  apply  by  injunction  if  he  thought  he  had  not  sufficient  redress 
by  bringing  an  action  for  damages.  If  I  held  that  where  a  man 
has  an  equitable  title  to  the  interposition  of  this  Court  by  way  of 
injunction — the  speedy  present  remedy  that  is  provided  here — ^he 
is  prevented  from  asserting  that  right  by  reason  of  sect  106 
of  the  Metropolis  Managemeni  Amendment  Act^  1862,  it  would  be 
the  first  time  that  such  an  objection  has  succeeded,  though  not 
the  first  time  that  it  has  been  raised.  I  think  the  contention 
cannot  be  sustained. 

As  to  the  main  part  of  the  case,  it  seems  to  be  a  very  reason- 
ably plain  one.  It  is  proved  by  unquestionable  evidence  that  for 
years  this  watercourse  contained  pure  water,  not  the  most  pure  that 
could  be  got,  but  in  such  a  state  of  purity  that  it  was  nothing  like 
a  public  nuisance,  that  it  was  useful  for  the  cattle  who  might 
drink  of  it,  and  was  enjoyed  by  the  persons  whose  lands  bounded 
either  side  of  it.  Of  late  years  its  character  has  been  totally 
changed.  About  five  years  ago  the  whole  of  the  sewage  from 
a  place  called  Buccleuch  Terrace  was  turned  into  this  water  with 
the  sanction  and  by  the  authority  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers 
and  by  the  present  Local  Board  of  Health;  and  the  effect  of 
that  is  described  in  the  reports  which  were  made  to  the  local 
board  by  their  officers,  one  of  whom  calls  it  "  an  elongated  cess- 
pool," while  another  says  that  it  is  foul  and  filthy  to  the  last  degree. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  449. 
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The  Act  of  Parliament  gave  to  [^the  Local  Board  of  Health  all     V.-O.  B. 
authority  over  all  sewers,  and  more  than  that,  it  gaye  power  to       1875 
direct  how  sewers  should  be  constructed,  how  houses  should  be   ATroRxm- 
drained;    and  if  Bucdeudi  Terrace,  or  any  other  newly-built     ^"^^^ 
houses  besides  Bucdeuch  Terrace,  required  to  be  drained,  the ,  HAcraET 

Local  Boabd. 

Local  Board  of  Health  would  have  power  to  say  how  that  drainage  — * 
was  to  be  effected ;  but  what  power  had  they  under  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  or  in  common  sense  or  common  justice,  to  say  that 
because  more  houses  have  been  built  in  the  district  they  will  add 
to  the  nuisance  and  injury  already  experienced  to  some  extent  ? 
Having  the  power  to  construct  drains,  or  to  make  the  owners  of 
houses  construct  drains  in  any  way  they  choose  to  prescribe  (and 
their  powers  in  that  respect  are  enormous),  instead  of  exercising 
those  powers,  they  drain  the  drains  from  Buedefuch  Terrace  and 
permit  anybody  else  who  built  houses  upon  the  bank  to  drain 
their  drains  into  this  watercourse.  That  is  not  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament.  That  is  not  an  exercise  of  the  powers 
which  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  have.  I  am  not  desirous  to 
limit  their  powers  in  the  slightest  degree,  for  the  Legislature  has 
decided  that  they  shall  have  very  extensive  powers ;  yet  the  Legis- 
tature  has  not  decided,  and  the  law  will  not  countenance,  the  pro- 
position (which  indeed  has  not  been  argued  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants),  that  they  are  authorized  to  commit  a  nuisance.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  relator  is  entitled  to  the  relief  which 
he  asks,  to  prevent  the  Defendants,  who  have  the  powers  of  dealing 
with  tlie  sewage  in  any  way  they  think  fit  according  to  law,  pro- 
vided they  do  not  commit  a  nuisance,  from  continuing  that  which 
they  themselves  say  and  prove  is  a  very  foul  nuisance. 

There  might  have  been  some  colour  for  the  objection  that  the 
relator  has  been  hasty  in  his  proceedings  if  the  Defendants  had 
raised  that  case  by  their  answer,  and  therein  stated  that  they  were 
doing  all  they  could  to  remedy  the  evil  in  conjunction  with  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  were  doing  it  when  the  bill  was 
filed.  But  the  Defendants  put  in  an  answer  in  which  they  insist 
upon  their  legal  rights,  and  say  that  they  have  done  nothing  that  the 
Court  ought  to  restrain  them  from  doing,  or  for  which  the  relator 
can  have  any  grotmd  of  complaint.  If  they  choose  to  bring  the 
cause  to  a  hearing  in  that  state,  in  my  opinion  their  complamt, 
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y.-G.  B.  that  they  had  not  notice  of  his  intention  to  file  a  bill,  loses  all  its 

1875  point  And  force. 
XTTOBxim'       There  most  be  an  injunction  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 

GsHBRAL  infonnation ;  the  operation,  except  as  to  that  part  which  prevented 

Hackkit  the  Defendants  from  making  any  new  communications  being 

suspended  until  the  28th  of  July,  1875,  and  the  Defendants 

must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Solidtots :  Mr.  /.  Muikek  TetU  ;  Mesais.  Mlis  <&  Crosifield. 


Jmteil. 


V-O.  B.  BATLET  V.  KYNOOK. 

1875 

[1873    B.    178.] 

Practice — Pateni  Suit — BUI  dimniued  by  Plaintiff  before  Hearing — Costi — 
Scientific  WUnesses^Model—lB  A  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  43. 

'  In  a  suit  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  the  Plaintiff,  shortly  be- 
fore the  hearing,  obtained  the  common  order  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs. 

Amongst  the  items  in  the  Defendant's  bill  of  costs  were  charges  for  draw- 
ing particulars  of  breaches,  and  having  the  same  settled  by  coiuisqI,  whidi 
the  Taxing  Master  had  allowed ;  oharges  for  remuneration  of  aoientific  wit- 
nesses, which  the  Master  had  reduced ;  and  a  charge  for  the  oonstniction  of 
a  model,  which  the  Master  had  also  reduced. 

Upon  summons  by  Plaintiffs  to  review  the  taxation : — 

Held,  that  the  43rd  section  of  the  Patent  Law  Amendment  Act,  1862, 
had  no  application  to  the  case  of  a  Plaintiff  dismissiug  his  own  bill  before 
the  hearing ;  that  the  allowance  of  remuneration  to  scientific  witnesses  was 
part  of  the  ordinary  practice ;  and  that  the  expense  of  having  a  model  made 
might  also  be  allowed. 

Observations  on  the  powers  and  duties  of  Taxing  Masters  of  Courts  of 
Equity. 

Adjouened  summons. 

The  bill  was  filed  to  restraiu  the  alleged  infringement  of  an 
alleged  patent  for  the  manufacture  of  cartridges. 

The  19th  of  February,  1875,  was  fixed  for  the  trial  of  the  issues. 
Briefe  were  delivered ;  but  on  the  12th  of  February  the  Plaintifla 
obtained  the  common  order  at  the  Bolls,  dismissing  their  bill  with 
costs. 

The  costs  were  taxed  as  between  party  and  party ;  and  objee* 
tions  were  taken,  the  nature  of  which,  and  the  Taxing  Mastei^s 
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observations  thereon,  appear  by  the  following  extract  from  a  state-     V.-0.  B. 
ment  signed  by  the  Master  : —  1875  , 

"  The  first  objection  taken  to  the  taxation  is  as  to  the  allowance  Batlby 
of  drawing  particxdars  of  breaches  and  settling  same  by  counsel,  Ktnock. 
on  the  ground  that  by  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  43,  it  is  provided 
that  the  *  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  respeotively]shall  not  be  allowed 
any  costs  in  respect  of  any  particular  unless  certified  by  the  Judge 
before  whom  the  trial  was  had  to  have.been  proved  by  such  Plain- 
tiff or  Defendant  respectively,  &c.' 

^'  I  have  allowed  such  charges  as  being  properly  costs  of  suit,  as 
the  Defendants,  by  the  course  taken  by  the  Plaintiffs  dismissing 
their  own  bill,  had  no  opportunity  of  applying  for  the  certificate. 

**  The  second  objection  refers  to  the  payments  made  to  scientific 
witnesses.  ' 

'*  It  is  the  practice  in  equity  to  allow  a  proper  remuneration  to 
scientific  witnesses,  but  great  care  is  necessary  in  dealing  with 
such  charges  in  party  costs.  In  this  case,  Mr.  Imray  charges 
£61  12^.;  I  have  allowed  him  £15  158.  Mr.  MalleU  charges 
£35  3a.  6(2. ;  I  have  allowed  him  £15  Ida.  Mr.  Lancaster  charges 
£10  10s. ;  I  have  allowed  him  £5  5s. 

**  Objection  3  is  as  to  a  model  prepared^for  the  hearing. 

**  Mr.  James  charges  for  it  a  sum  of  £32 10s.  Having  examined 
the  account,  I  consider  a  sum  of  £10  10s.  is  a*proper  allowance  for 
the  modeL 

"  Dated  the  31st  day  of  May,  1875, 

«  Chaarles  F.  Skinrow:* 

The  Plaintiffs  took  out  a  summons,  dated  the  8th  of  June,  that 
it  might  be  referred  to  the  Taxing  Master  to  review  his  taxation  in 
respect  of  the  above  items  of  charge,  which,  as  the  applicants  were 
advised,  he  had  wrongly  allowed. 

Mr.  Loeock  Wdlb,  in  support  of  the  summons : — 

That  this  Court  will  adopt  the  rule  followed  at  common  law, 
appears  from  Nokes  v.  Oibbon  (1) ;  Morffan  and  Davey  on 
Costs  (2). 

The  rule  as  prescribed  by  the  43rd  section  of  the  Patent  Law 

(1)  5  W.  R,  216 ;  26  L,  J.  (Ch.)  208.  (2)  Taje  29. 
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Y.-C.  B.     Amendment  Act  (15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83),  is,  that  without  a  Judge's  certi- 
1875        ficate  there  can  be  no  allowance  of  costs :  HonibaU  r.  Bloomer  (1) ; 

Ballet      ChUty'i  ArMxHX^  Practice  (2). 

Ktnock  Secondly,  as  to  the  scientific  witnesses,  a  scale  is  laid  down  in 

ChUty's  ArchbolcCs  Practice  (3),  according  to  which  an  engineer 

and  surveyor,  or  professional  man,  receives  £1  la.  a  day :  Noke9 
T.  Oibbon  (4).  The  common  law  rule  has  been  repeatedly  followed 
in  equity :  Clark  v.  OiU  (5) ;  Broeaa  y.  Uoyd  (6) ;  Wuiahire  v. 
MarshaU  (before  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  Feb,  16,  1866) ;  Turner 
v.  Turner  (7).  It  would  be  monstrous  to  pay  scientific  witnesses 
for  perusing  specifications,  that  is  to  say,  getting  up  the  Defen- 
dant's case,  or,  in  other  words,  learning  their  own  business.  On 
this  point  Smith  v.  BuHer  (8)  may  be  relied  upon  by  the  other 
side ;  biit  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  not  the  practice  of  the  Court 
to  allow  seven  and  a  half  guineas  a  day  to  scientific  witnesses ; 
especially  in  a  case  like  the  present,  in  which  it  was  observed 
by  the  Court  on  a  former  occasion  (9)  that  •*  the  very  thing  in 
dispute,  which  is  no  bigger  than  one's  thumb,  is  not  a  complicated 
machine." 

The  same  remark  applies  to  the  third  point,  namely,  as  to  the 
model.  No  case  can  be  cited  in  which  a  charge  for  constructing  a 
model  has  been  allowed.  Such  an  outlay  falls  within  the  observa- 
tions of  Vice-chancellor  Ifa7i7i9,  who  says  (10),  that  charges  merely 
for  conducting  litigation  more  conveniently,  may  be  called  luxuries, 
and  must  be  paid  by  the  party  incurring  them.  As  in  that  case, 
which  was  one  of  drawings,  it  may  be  said  here  that  a  model, 
however  convenient,  is  not  necessary. 

Mr.  Swanston,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Willis,  for  the  Defendants^ 
were  not  heard. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C,  : — 
The  questions  of  practice  which  have  been  discussed  are  of  con- 

(1)  10  Ex.  588.  (6)  1 K.  &  J.  19. 

(2)  12th  Ed.  p.  496.  (6)  23  Beav.  129. 

(3)  11th  Ed.  p.  1776.  (7)  7  W.  R.  673. 

(4)  6  W,  R.  216 ;  26  L.  J.  (Ch.)  (8)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  473,  476, 478. 
206.  (9)  Ibid.  232. 

(10)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  476. 
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siderable  importance  and  of  not  unfrequent  occurrence,  and  I     V.-C.B, 
consider  them  to  baye  been  not  unsatisfactorily  raised  by  this       1875 
summons.  Batlet 

With  regard  to  the  rule  at  common  law,  I  cannot  regard  that     j^y^^^, 

rule  as  binding  upon  this  Court.    It  may,  no  doubt,  help  to  point        

out  what  should  be  the  course  of  practice  of  this  Court ;  it  may  be 
very  satisfactory  as  a  guide.  It  may  so  recommend  itself  to  Courts 
of  Equity  as  that  they  may  adopt  it ;  but  I  cannot  admit  that  there 
is  such  a  similarity  between  the  procedure  of  this  Court  and  that 
of  a  Court  of  Common  Law  as  that  the  same  rule  of  practice  must 
necessarily  prevail  in  both. 

In  this  Court  a  different  rule  exists  from  that  which  prevails  at 
common  law.  This  Court  requires  the  Taxing  Master  to  conform 
to  the  law  of  the  Courts  but  leaves  to  him  a  wide  discretion  as  to 
details;  reserving  to  itself,  nevertheless,  the  right  and  duty  of 
deciding  upon  any  question  of  principle. 

When  reference  is  made  to  the  statute^  which  is  very  often  cited 
in  cases  of  this  kind,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.  In  the  ordinary  course,  when  a  Plaintiff  carries  the 
material  issues  in  the  cause  before  a  Judge,  a  verdict  is  given  upon 
the  issues  so  tried.  That  might  have  been  so  in  this  case ;  but 
it  did  not  so  happen.  The  Plaintiff  in  this  instance  applied  to 
dismiss  his  own  bilL  Before  he  did  that,  however,  the  Defendant 
had  been  doing  no  more  than  the  law  allows  him  to  do;  no 
more  than  the  necessities  of  the  defence  required  should  be 
done.  He  had  indulged  in  no  '^luxuries''  like  those  of  which 
Vice-Chancellor  Molina  spoke,  in  the  passage  (1)  which  has  been 
read  by  Mr.  WeVb.  The  suit,  no  doubt,  was  to  restrain  the  in- 
fringement of  a  patent ;  but  that  did  not  displace  the  right  of 
the  Defendant  to  raise  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  patent. 
To  say  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  avail  himself  of 
such  a  defence  would  be  tantamount  to  striking  out  of  a  Defen- 
dant's answer  one  of  the  grounds  of  defence  on  which  he  relies. 

At  the  same  time,  this,  and  every  other  proceeding  in  the  cause, 
is  as  to  costs  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  Master.  If  the 
Master  finds  the  Defendant  multiplying  his  defences,  or  prolong- 
ing them  unnecessarily,  and  incurring  expenses  by  so  doing,  he 

(1)  Law  Rep.  19  £q.  475. 
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V.-C.  B.     will,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion^  disallow  the  charges  arising 
1H75        from  such  a  course  of  conduct. 

Batlet         Upon  the  first  point,  I  cannot  say  that  the  Master,  in  refusing  to 
Kynock.     <^i^lIo^  ^^®  Defendants'  costs  of  preparing  their  defence,  was  wrong, 

on  the  ground  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  has  said  that  neither 

party  shall  be  allowed  costs  unless  the  same  are  certified  by  a  Judge. 
Here  the  state  of  circumstances  contemplated  by  the  statute 
never  did,  and  never  could,  arise.  The  case  referred  to  at  common 
law,  Hontbail  v.  Bloomer  (1),  has  no  application  to  the  present 
There  the  action  was  brought  into  Court,  and  when  it  came  to  be 
tried,  the  Plaintiff  found  he  had  no  case,  and  elected  to  be  non- 
suited. In  the  present  case,  up  to  the  moment  when  the  Plaintiff 
chose  to  dismiss  his  own  bill,  the  Defendant  was  bound  to  be  on  the 
qui  vive,  and  to  be  prepared  with  every  sort  of  defence  he  could 
lawfully  use.  That  authority  has  no  application  to  the  case 
before  me.  Here,  if  the  client  upon  taxation  had  complained  to 
the  Master  that  the  charge  was  unreasonable,  that  the  defences 
were  too  long,  too  numerous,  or  too  manifestly  untenable  on  the 
face  of  them,  I  believe  that  the  Master  would,  because  I  know  that 
he  ought  to,  have  taken  such  a  complaint  into  his  consideration. 
When,  therefore,  I  find  that  the  Master,  having  the  papers  before 
him,  having  the  parties  before  him,  and  having  the  whole  case 
explained  to  him,  has  allowed  these  Defendants  their  costs  of  pre- 
paring their  defence,  I  do  not  feel  myself  at  liberty,  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  Court,  to  dissent  from  his  conclusion.  The 
only  authority  to  which  I  am  bound  to  submit  is  that  which  decides 
that  in  a  case  where  a  Plaintiff  has  come  into  Court  and  has  been 
nonsuited,  and  the  Judge  has  not  certified  for  costs,  in  such  a  case 
no  costs  can  be  allowed  to  the  Defendant.  But  that  authority  does 
not  apply  here ;  and  hence,  upon  the  first  point  raised  by  the 
summons,  I  cannot  interfere. 

The  next  question  is,  as  to  the  employment  of  scientific  wit- 
nesses. Mr.  Wdh  has  referred  to  some  remarks  which  fell  from 
me  on  the  occasion  of  the  interlocutory  application  (2),  when  the 
Defendants  moved  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  deliver  further  par- 
ticulars of  breaches,  and  I  remarked  that  the  thing  in  dispute  was 
no  bigger  than  one's  thumb,  and  was  not  a  complicated  machine. 

(1)  10  Ex.  638.  (2)  Law  Bep.  19  Eq.  229,  232. 
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One  of  the  questions  being  whether  the  Plaintiffs  should  be  allowed     V.-O.  B. 
to  inspect  tho  works  where  the  Defendants'  machine  was  made,  I        1875 
thought  the  article  itself,  which  was  made  an  exhibit,  was  so     Batlet 
simple,  that  it  signified  little  or  nothing  by  what  machinery  it  was     ktnock. 
made,  and  that  there  was  no  ground  for  permitting  the  Plaintiffs        — 
to  enter  the  Defendants'  workshops  and  ransack  his  apparatus. 
But  when  scientific  witnesses  come  forward  and  prove  that  it  is 
necessary,  in  order  to  point  out  the  difference  between  the  article 
made  by  the  Defendants  and  that  made  or  sold  by  the  Plaintiffs,  to 
describe  the  mode  by  which  the  Defendants  perform  their  opera- 
tions ;  when  the  only  way  of  doing  that  is  to  shew  in  what  respects 
the  Defendants'  machinery  differs  from  that  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  and 
when  that  difference  can  be  explained  to  the  Court  only  by 
experts — that  is  to  say,  only  by  mechanicians  who  understand  the 
machines — ^then  that  such  scientific  evidence  is  admissible  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants  in  order  to  displace  the  case  made  by  the 
Plaintiffs  is  a  doctrine  of  too  old  standing  in  this  Court  to  be 
questioned  now.    In  the  case  which  has  been  referred  to,  Vice- 
chancellor  Malins  (1)  plainly  assumes  that  it  is  the  practice  to 
allow  a  proper  remuneration  to  scientific  witnesses.    Moreover, 
how  can  I  depart  from  that  which  the  officer  of  the  Court — 
possessing,  and  deservedly  possessing,  the  confidence  of  the  Court 
— reports  to  me  as  being  the  rule  of  the  Court,  when  he  says  *^  It 
is  the  practice  in  equity  to  allow  a  proper  remuneration  to  scien- 
tific witnesses  ?"    But  then  he  adds :  '^  But  great  care  is  necessary 
in  dealing  with  such  charges  in  party  and  party  costs."    Then  the 
Master's  attention  seems  to  have  been  particularly  drawn  to  the 
details,  and  he  does  not  take  the  Defendants'  charges  at  their  own 
estimate,  for  he  proceeds  to  make  the  following  deductions : — [His 
Honour  read  the  deductions.]     What  is  the  office  of  a  scientific 
witness  in  giving  evidence  in  this  Court  ?    His  office  is  to  point 
out  and  explain  the  mechanism  by  which  power  is  applied,  and  the 
means  whereby  mechanical  effects  are  produced.    To  that  task  he 
brings  special  knowledge.    I  am  bound  to  suppose  that  scientific 
witnesses  before  they  come  here  have  duly  informed  themselves 
on  the  subjects  on  which  they  are  required  to  give  evidence — that 
they  do  not  come  here,  as  has  been  said,  to  learn  their  trade — ^but 

(1)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  476. , 
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V.-C.  B.     that,  being  masters  of  their  trade,  they  are  able,  by  comparison 
1875       and  experience,  to  tell  the  Court  that  there  is,  or  that  there  is 
^^[^^     not,  that  similarity  between  the  two  articles  in  question  which  has 
•'  ^-         been  alleged. 

• —  The  Master,  then,  has  adopted  the  rule  of  Courts  of  Equity,  and 

has  exercised  his  discretion.  In  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  he 
has  reduced  the  charges  of  the  scientific  witnesses — in  one  instance 
to  one-fourth,  in  another  by  one-half— and  in  so  doing  I  cannot 
assume  otherwise  than  that  he  has  governed  himself  by  the  neces- 
sity of  dealing  with  the  question  with  the  utmost  care. 

Then  there  is  the  further  question  about  the  model.  In  cases  of 
patents,  where  scientific  evidence  is  brought  in,  the  use  of  a  model 
is  in  many  instances  indispensable.  Very  often  neither  the  Plain* 
tififs  nor  the  Defendants  can  put  their  case  before  the  Court  at  all 
without  the  assistance  of  a  model.  Even  when  not  indispensable, 
it  is  often  eminently  useful,  without  laying  either  party  open  to 
the  charge  of  indulging  in  the  luxuries  of  which  yice-Chancellor 
Malins  spoke. 

Of  what  use  the  model  might  have  been  in  this  case  I  cannot 
tell ;  but  I  find  that  the  Master  has  reduced  the  charge  for  making 
it  from  £82  10«.  to  £10  10s. ;  and  I  think  it  is  impossible  for  any 
one  now  to  say  that  if  the  issues  had  been  tried,  the  model  might 
not  have  been  found  useful. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  there  has  been  no  miscarriage ;  and 

that  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  Master  has  departed 

from  the  practice.    He  has  applied  his  discretion  to  the  subject, 

and  in  no  one  p&rticular  do  I  find  that  I  can  disturb  his  conclusion. 

The  Defendants  must  have  their  costs  of  the  summons. 

Sobcitors :  Messrs.  StiUbard  &  Onmshey ;  Messrs.  Treheme  & 
Wdferstan. 
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In  re  UNITED  PORTS  AND  GENERAL  INSURANCE         v.-o.  B. 

COMPANY.  1875 

BROWNE'S  CASE.  J^V^- 

Pfuctiec-^Inrclment — Winding-up — Delay  and  Acquiescence. 

In  November,  1871,  A.  was  eettled  by  the  Court  upon  the  list  of  contribu- 
tories  of  a  company  in  course  of  liquidation.  Notice  of  appeal  from  the  order 
was  given  on  behalf  of  A,  within  twenty-one  days,  but  afterwards  with- 
drawn, and  no  further  steps  were  taken  during  A.^8  lifetime  to  dispute  his 
liability.  From  June,  1871,  until  his  death,  in  December,  1874,  A,  was  out 
of  the  jurisdiction,  but  notice  of  all  proceedings  under  the  winding-up  was 
received  by  his  solicitors,  and  a  call  was  paid  on  his  behalf. 

An  application,  after  A/s  death  (December,  1874),  by  his  mother  (who  had 
acted  on  his  behalf  in  the  affairs  of  the  winding-up,  but  was  not  his  legal 
personal  representative),  for  leave  to  inrol  the  order  of  November,  1871, 
with  the  view  of  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  was  refused,  on  the  ground 
that  A.*8  absence  from  England  did  not  countervail  the  long  delay  during 
which  the  winding-up  had  proceeded  on  the  footing  that  all  intention  by  X 
to  contest  his  liability  had  been  abandoned. 

Adjourned  summons  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Browne,  the  mother 
-of  a  deceased  contributory  of  the  Untied  Ports  and  Oeneral  Insur- 
ance Company f  that  notwithstanding  the  time  allowed  for  that 
purpose  by  Cons.  Ord.  xxm.  r.  25,  had  expired,  the  order  made  in 
this  matter  by  Vice-Chancellor  Baeon^  dated  the  18th  of  Noyember, 
1871,  might  be  signed  and  inroUed  mmc  pro  ttme. 

Mr.  Browne  was  a  shareholder  in  the  Bristol  Marine  Insurance 
Compantfy  Limited,  and  on  his  application  250  shares  in  the 
United  Ports  Company  were  allotted  to  him  in  pursuance  of  the 
arrangements  entered  into  between  the  two  companies,  in  March, 
1869,  for  an  amalgamation,  and  his  name  was  placed  on  the  list  of 
members  of  the  United  Ports  Company  share  register.  The  United 
Ports  Company  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  on  the  6th  of  No- 
Tember,  1869. 

On  the  4ih  of  May,  1870,  Browne's  name  was  included  in  the 
list  of  contributories  carried  into  Chambers  by  the  official  liquidator. 
Broume  disputed  his  liability,  and  the  question  was  adjourned  into 
Oourt.  On  the  18th  of  November,  1871,  an  order  was  made  by 
Yice-Chancellor  Bacon  placing  him  on  the  list  of  contributories. 
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V.-C.  B.         On  the  8tli  of  December,  1871,  notice  of  motion  by  way  of 

1875        appeal  was  served,  on  behalf  of  Broume,  on  the  official  liquidator. 

Bbownb'8        Before  the  appeal  came  into  the  paper  it  was  proposed,  on 

^^'-       behalf  of  Broume^  by  way  of  compromise,  to  pay  £6  per  share  in 

discharge  of  all  liability,  and  this  offer  was  subsequently  increased 

to  £7  per  share.    The  matter  was  discussed  in  Chambers  in  March, 

1872,  but  the  Chief  Clerk  declined  to  sanction  the  proposal,  which 

accordingly  was  never  acted  upon. 

On  the  8th  of  April,  1872,  Browne  8  appeal  was  withdrawn,  on 
payment  of  costs,  and  from  that  time  until  his  death  no  step  what- 
ever was  taken  by  Browne  for  the  purpose  of  disputing  his  liability. 

The  certificate  of  the  settlement'  of  Browned  name  upon  the 
list  of  contributories  was  dated  the  31st  of  May,  and  filed  on  the 
9th  of  June,  1872. 

On  the  1st  of  July,  1872,  a  call  of  £1  per  share  was  made, 
which  call  was  paid  on  behalf  of  Browne. 

On  the  19th  of  February,  1873,  an  order  was  made  for  payment 
by  Browne,  and  other  contributories,  of  certain  moneys  with 
which,  though  in  reality  unpaid,  their  shares  were  credited  in  the 
books  of  the  company. 

On  the  10th  of  July,  1874,  a  further  call  was  made  of  £5  per 
share. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1874,  an  order  for  payment  of  tlii* 
call  was  made  on  Brotvne,  and  other  contributories. 

Browne's  solicitors  attended  the  summonses  upon  which  these 
several  orders  were  obtained,  and  a  considerable  correspondence 
passed  between  the  solicitors  of  Browne  and  of  the  official  liqui- 
dator as  to  the  affairs  of  the  liquidation,  and  the  position  of  Browne 
as  a  contributory. 

On  the  23rd  of  December,  1874,  Br<ywne  died  on  his  way  to  this 
country  from  America,  where,  as  his  mother,  the  present  applicant, 
stated  in  an  affidavit  filed  by  her  in  February,  1872,  in  reference 
to  the  proposed  compromise,  he  had  been  ever  since  June,  1871^ 
without  any  intention  of  returning  to  England  until  the  question 
of  his  liability  as  a  contributory  had  been  disposed  of. 

Administration  to  Browne  s  estate  and  effects  had  been  granted 
to  his  widow,  but  it  was  alleged  that  by  reason  of  ill  health  she 
was  at  present  unable  to  make  any  affidavit  in  these  matters. 


Case. 
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Mrs.  JBraume,  the  mother  of  the  deceased  contributory,  in  her     V.-O.  B. 
affidavit  in  support  of  her  present  application,  stated  that  her  son       1875 
was  in  Ameriea  when  the  order  of  Noyember,  1871,  now  sought  to     Browkb's 
be  inrolled,  was  made,  and  also  when  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
withdrawn,  such  appeal  having  been  discontinued,  and  the  call  of 
£1  per  share  paid  by  her  directions  in  the  absence  of  her  son  from 
this  country.    At  the  time  of  the  appeal  being  withdrawn,  a  suit 
to  set  aside  the  amalgamation  was  pending,  which  was  afterwards 
stayed  by  arrangement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  official  liqui- 
dator of  the  United  Ports  Company,    Mrs.  Broume  stated  her  belief 
that  if  this  suit  had  been  proceeded  with  her  son's  alleged  liability 
as  a  contributory  would  have  been  most  materially  affected ;  but 
this  was  denied  by  the  official  liquidator. 

Mrs.  Brotone  also  stated  that  her  son's  administratrix  was  ad- 
vised that  there  were  good  grounds  for  appealing  against  the 
order  of  November,  1871,  and  that  it  was  her  duty  to  appeal 
therefrom;  and,  further,  that  the  present  application  for  leave  to 
inrol  was  made  bomfde,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  delay. 

Mr.  Fry^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ingle  Joyce^  in  support  of  the  applica- 
tion : — 

The  l)urden  of  shewing  some  good  and  sufficient  cause  why  the 
order  of  November,  1871,  should  not  be  inrolled  is  thrown  upon 
the  official  liquidator,  the  party  resisting  the  application :  Kay  v. 
Srniih  (1).  Mere  lapse  of  time  is  no  sufficient  ground  for  refusing 
leave  to  inrol  within  the  five  years,  nor  will  the  fact  that  the  official 
liquidator  has  dealt  with  the  assets  on  the  footing  of  Browne  re- 
mainmg  liable  as  a  contributory  imder  the  order  of  November, 
1871,  conclude  the  discretion  given  to  the  Court  by  Cons.  Ord.  xxni. 
rr.  25,  26 :  Chapman  v.  Brown  (2).  The  period  fixed  by  the  Com- 
panies Act,  1862,  s.  124,  for  giving  notice  of  appeal  is  twenty- 
one  days,  unless  such  time  is  extended  by  the  Court  of  Appeal ; 
but  the  power  of  extending  the  time  may  be  exercised  after  the 
twenty-one  days  has  expired :  Banner  v.  Johnston  (3).  All  that 
we  now  ask  is  to  be  enabled,  by  inrolling  the  order  of  this  Court, 

(1)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  383.  (2)  15  W.  R.  474. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  H.  L.  157. 


Case. 
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V.-C.  B.  to  have  the  bond  fide  question,  whether  we  are  shut  out  by  delay 
1875       from  disputing  our  liability,  argued  before  the  Court  which,  under 

Browne's  the  Companies  Adf  1862,  is  the  Court  to  determine  it.  There  has 
been  no  agreement  or  understanding  between  the  parties  so  as  to 
make  it  an  act  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  Browne  or  his  represen- 
tative to  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  as  the  speedier  mode  of 
having  the  question  of  his  liability  once  for  all  determined,  after 
withdrawing  his  intermediate  appeal. 

Mr.  Kai/f  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Brookalank^  for  the  ofiSciai  liquidator : — 

The  dates  as  shewn  by  the  affidavit  of  the  official  liquidator  are 
sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  application.  The  appeal  from  the  order 
of  November,  1871,  of  which  notice  was  given  within  the  twenty- 
one  days  limited  by  sect  124  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  was 
deliberately  abandoned ;  and  now,  after  the  lapse  of  more  than 
three  years,  during  which  period  compromises  have  been  accepted 
and  the  liquidation  managed  on  the  footing  that  Browne  was  liable, 
and  on  the  faith  of  his  acquiescence  in  that  liability,  it  is  sought 
again  to  open  the  whole  question  on  the  application  by  a  repre- 
sentative for  an  indulgence  which  the  deceased  contributory  never 
asked  or  intended  to  ask  for.  In  Kay  v.  Smith  (1)  the  Lord 
Chancellor  could  discover  no  grounds  for  the  opposition,  to  the 
application ;  but  when  the  applicant,  having  ample  time  for  ap- 
pealing against  the  order,  has  allowed  the  proceedings  under  it  to 
go  on,  the  Court  will,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  refuse  leave 
to  inrol.  In  re  Charles  Laffiite  &  Co.  (2),  especially  in  matters  of 
winding-up;  the  whole  policy  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  being 
to  discourage  in  the  most  marked  way  all  delay  in  appealing. 

Mr.  Fry,  in  reply. 

SiE  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  limit  of  time  provided  by  Cons.  Ord.  xxnr.  r.  25,  applies 
to  all  proceedings  of  the  Court.  After  six  months,  granting 
or  refusing  an  application  for  leave  to  inrol  is  a  matter  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Court,  and  the  onus  of  shewing  a  case  for 

(1)  7  D.  M.  &  G.  383.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  316. 


Case. 
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indulgence  rests  upon  the  parties  applying  for  leave  to  inrol  after     V.-O.  B. 
the  expiration  of  that  time.    By  the  Companies  Ad,  1862,  s.  124^       1875 
'which  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  that  order,  it  is  provided     Browne's 
that  appeals  from  any  order  made  in  a  winding-up  may  be  had  in 
the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions,  in  which 
appeals  may  be  had  from  any  order  or  decision  of  the  same  Court 
in  matters  within  its  ordinary  jurisdiction,  '^  subject  to  this  restric- 
tion, that  no  such  rehearing  or  appeal  shall  be  heard  unless  notice 
of  the  same  is  given  within  three  weeks  after  any  order  complained 
of  has  been  made,  in  manner  in  which  notices  of  appeal  are  ordi- 
narily given,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  appealed  from, 
unless  such  time  is  extended  by  the  Court  of  Appeal " — that  is, 
by  the  Lords  Justices.    This  clause  limits  the  discretion  of  the 
Court,  but  if  any  doubt  remained  on  the  matter  it  would  be 
directly  against  the  policy,  and  opposed  to  the  practice,  of  the  law 
to  permit  an  inrolment  of  the  order  in  this  case.    Notice  of  appeal 
was  given  by  Mr.  Broume  within  proper  time,  and  afterwards  with- 
drawn, and  the  winding-up  has  proceeded  on  the  footing,  and  all 
the  arrangements  under  it  have  proceeded  on  the  footing,  that  all 
intention  on  the  part  of  Broume  to  contest  his  liability  had  been 
finally  and  deliberately  abandoned.    The  -policy  of  the  Winding- 
up  Adf  which  must  be  taken  into  consideration,  is  the  realization 
of  the  assets  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  creditors,  and  any  delay 
is  of  the  utmost  consequence,  and  not  to  be  encouraged.    Mr. 
Browne,  by  his  solicitors,  and  not  merely  by  his  mother,  had 
notice  of  every  proceeding  in  Chambers ;  neither  he  nor  his  admi- 
nistratrix ever  took  any  steps,  and  now  that  he  is  dead,  his  mother, 
whether  in  the  hope  that  some  compromise  may  be  effected,  or 
that  some  two  or  three  years  may  elapse  before  the  case  can  be 
heard  in  the  House  of  Lords,  comes  forward  with  this  application 
for  leAve  to  inrol.    The  mother's  interference  is  purely  gratuitous, 
and  her  affidavit  is  open  to  much  observation.    She  does  not  say 
that  she  paid  the  call  against  her  son's  wish,  or  that  he  did  not 
repay  her.     She  does  not  say  that  she  has  been  requested  by  the 
administratrix  to  make  this  application,  and  there  is  not  a  single 
word  to  shew  that  her  interference  is  not  purely  gratuitous. 
There  is  no  ground  whatever  for  the  application,  and  the  official 
liquidator  would  have  neglected  his  duty  if  he  had  not  opposed 
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Y.-C.B.  it  to  the  utmost     After  the  kpse  of  four  years,  being  made 

1875  with  the  object  solely  of  delay,  it  cannot  be  entertained.    The  ap- 

Bbowns*s  plication  is  eminently  unreasonable,  and  must  be  refused  with 

^J^  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Oregory,  Botocliffes,  <&  Baide ;  Mr.  A.  Pd- 
brook. 


V..C.  B.  In  re  COEDWELL'S  ESTATE. 

1875  WHITE  V.  CORD  WELL. 

July  Q,  7.  [1873    C.     174.] 

Administration  —  Intestacy  —  Wife^s  Equity  to  a  Settlement  —  Insolvency  of 
HuAand — Right  to  set  off  a  Deht^  partly  statute-iarred,  ayaintt  a  Share 
under  an  Intestacy, 

Where  a  husband,  a  journeyman  carpenter,  was  in  the  receipt  of  wages  not 
exceeding  12«.  a  week,  and  had  to  support  a  wife  and  six  children,  the  Court 
settled  the  whole  of  an  incoming  fund,  the  property  of  the  wife,  but  liable 
to  the  extent  of  the  husband's  interest  to  the  claim  of  a  creditor,  upon  the 
wife  and  children. 

An  administrator  is  entitled  to  set  off  against  the  share  of  one  of  the  next 
of  kin  in  the  intestate's  estate,  the  whole  of  a  debt  of  which  part  had  become 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 

Further  consideration. 

Sarah  CordweU  died  intestate,  and  on  the  9th  of  May,  1873, 
administration  of  her  estate  and  effects  was  granted  to  one  of  her 
cousins,  named  Edward  Nicholas  CordweU. 

Shortly  afterwards  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  her  estate  was 
instituted  by  summons  by  John  White  and  Mary  Frances  his  wife, 
against  the  administrator — the  female  Plaintiff  being  another 
cousin. 

Inquiries  having  been  directed  by  an  order  of  the  11th  of  July, 
1873,  the  Chief  Clerk  found  the  next  of  kin  to  be  seven  in  number, 
of  whom  the  female  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant,  and  another  cousin, 
named  William  Thomas  CordweU,  were  three. 

He  had  also  found  as  follows : — 

The  Plaintiff,  John  White,  was  indebted  to  the  estate  in  a 
balance,  the  amount  of  which  was  in  dispute,  of  a  debt,  which  had 
been  secured  by  a  mortgage,  dated  the  8th  of  May,  1868,  made  by 
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White  to  the  intestate^  to  secure  repayment  of  £850  and  interest     V.-a  B. 
at  £5  per  cent.    He  was  also  indebted  to  the  estate  in  a  sum  of       1875 
£45,  in  respect  of  a  guarantee  which  had  been  given  on  his  behalf       in  n 
by  the  intestate.  ^C[S!''' 

White  and  his  wife,  on  the  20th  of  March,  1875,  executed  a        - — 
settlement,  whereby  "  all  that  one  equal  seventh  part  or  share,  or    _    v. 
other  the  parts,  share,  or  interest "  of  Mary  Frances  White  in  the 
personal  estate  of  the  intestate  was  settled  for  the  benefit  of  her 
and  her  children. 

The  Defendant,  the  administrator,  sought  to  vary  this,  contend- 
ing that  Whites  debt  ought  to  be  deducted  from  Mrs.  Whitens 
share  in  the  fund,  and  paid  to  him,  the  administrator,  and  only  the 
residue  settled. 

White,  who  was  a  journeyman  carpenter,  and  who  had  been 
injured  by  an  accident,  was  in  the  receipt  of  earnings,  not  more  on 
an  average  than  12s.  a  week,  and  had  to  support  his  wife  and  a 
family  of  six  young  children. 

Another  question  arose  thus:  the  Chief  Clerk  found  that 
WiUiam  Thomas  CordweU  was  indebted  to  the  estate  in  a  sum  of 
£400,  being  the  balance  of  principal  due  on  a  promissory  note 
dated  the  25th  of  December,  1864,  for  £500,  payable  to  the 
intestate  by  quarterly  instalments  of  £25  each,  with  interest  at 
£5  per  cent.,  from  the  25th  of  December,  1865,  "  part  of  which 
debt  and  interest,"  the  certificate  stated,  '^  is  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations.'* 

The  Defendant,  the  administrator,  contended  that  he  was  at 
liberty  to  retain  and  set  off  the  whole  of  William  Thom^is  CordwelTs 
debt,  including  that  part  of  it  which  was  statute-barred,  against 
his  seventh  share  in  the  intestate's  estate. 

Mr.  lAtUsy  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Edward  P.  C.  Hanson^  for  the 
Plaintiff:— 

The  wife's  equity  must  prevail  over  the  right  of  the  adminis- 
trator to  set  off  a  debt  of  the  husband:  Ex  parte. (/FerraU  (1); 
M'Cormiek  v.  Oameit  (2). 

Mr.  Frederie  Thompson,  for  the  Defendant : — 

As  [to  the  wife's  equity,  in  the  cases  cited,  only  one  moiety  of 

(I)  1  Glyn  &  J.  347.  (2)  2  Sm.  &  Giff.  37. 


646  EQUITY  GASES.  [L.  B. 

y.-G.  B.  the  Yfite's  legacy  was  settled  on  her,  and  against  the  other  moiety 

1875  the  executor  was  allowed  to  set  off  the  husband's  debt.    That  is  all 

"^^^  we  now  ask. 

Cobdwkll's  jt  ig  not  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  settle  the  whole  of  the  fund. 

Estate.  ^ 

—       unless  the  husband  is  actually  insolvent :  In  re  SuggUPs  Trusts  (1). 

White 

V. 

CoBDWKLu    Sir  James  Baoon,  V.C.  :— 

The  question  is  one  of  discretion,  to  be  exercised  by  the  Court 
according  to  the  facts  of  each  particular  case. 

In  this  instance  I  think  the  circumstances  of  the  husband  are 
such  as  to  amount  to  insolvency,  or  at  least  to  inability  to  support 
his  wife  and  children,  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  and  the 
whole  fund  must  be  settled. 

Mr.  Thompson,  in  continuation : — 

Upon  the  other  point,  the  right  of  an  executor  to  retain  a 
statute-barred  debt  against  a  legacy  has  been  long  established: 
Courtenay  v.  Williams  (2). 

There  is  no  authority  on  the  precise  point  of  whether  an  ad- 
ministrator can  set  off  a  statute-barred  debt  against  a  share  of  an 
intestate's  estate ;  but  the  principle  is  analogous,  and  the  result 
must  be  the  same. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Millar^  for  WiUiam  Thomas  CordweU: — 

We  do  not  dispute  the  administrator's  view  in  the  case  of  a 
legacy.  But  the  difference  is  obvious:  a  legatee  takes  by  the 
bounty  of  the  testator,  whereas  next  of  kin  take  by  operation  of 
law,  under  a  statute. 

We  admit  there  is  no  authority  on  the  point. 

Mr.  Hvhert  LeunSf  for  others  of  the  next  of  kin. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C. : — 

I  am  not  surprised  that  there  is  no  authority  on  the  point 

The  duty  of  an  administrator  is  to  administer  the  estate  of  the 

intestate.    In  this  instance  part  of  the  estate  consists  of  this  debt, 

which  is  due  to  the  estate,  though  the  remedy  for  recovering  part 

of  it  may  have  become  barred  by  statute.    Until  the  debtor  dis- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Cb.  215.  (2)  3  Hare,  539 ;  15  L.  J.  (Ch.)  204. 


White 
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charges  his  duty  to  the  estate  by  paying  the  debt  which  he  owes     v.-O.  B. 
to  it,  he  can  have  no  right  or  title  to  any  part  of  it  under  the        i875 
statute,  ^ 

A  legacy  no  doubt  is  a  gift  arising  from  the  bounty  of  the  C^d^^mx's 
testator,  but  a  legacy  can  only  be  paid  in  the  course  of  administra- 
tion ;  that  is  to  say,  after  all  the  claims  of  creditors  of  the  estate 
and  all  the  liabilities  of  debtors  to  the  estate  have  been  satisfied.     Cobdwell. 

I  have  not  the  sUghtest  doubt  that  this  person,  being  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  intestate,  can  take  no  share  of  the  estate  until 
he  has  discharged  his  obligation  to  it,  and  paid  the  debt  in  full. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintifis :  Mr.  Hehham. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  and   W.   T.   CordweU:    Messrs. 
PrUohard  &  Son. 
Solicitor  for  other  next  of  kin :  Mr.  A.  Drew. 


In  re  GAEDINER'S  ESTATE.  V.-O.  B. 

GARRATT  v.  WEEKS.  1875 

[1874    G.    42.]  •^«^7. 

WiU — BeqiMst  to  Brothers  and  Sisters  at  Twenty-one  or  Marriage — Brother  in 
esse,  hut  not  horn,  at  Death  of  Testatrix — Ckiss  wJien  ascertained^ After- 
hem  Brother  excluded. 

Testatrix  by  will  bequeathed  residoary  personal  estate  unto  and  equally 
between  all  her  brothers  and  sisters,  share  and  share  alike.  She  directed 
that  the  shares  of  her  brothers  respectively  should  not  yest  in  them  respec- 
tively until  they  should  respectively  attain  twenty-one,  and  that  the  shares 
of  her  sisters  should  not  vest  in  them  respectively  until  they  should  respec- 
tively attain  that  age  or  marry : — 

Eeld,  that  the  testatrix's  brothers  and  sisters  formed  one  class  only  of  per- 
sons ;  and  that  a  brother  not  bom,  though  en  ventre  sa  mhre  when  the  eldest 
of  the  brothers  and  sisters  who  attained  twenty-one  came  of  age,  was  ex- 
cluded ;  although  he  was  bom  before  the  eldest  of  the  brothers  only  who 
attained  twenty-one  came  of  age. 

Further  consideration. 

Mary  Deborah  Oardiner,  by  her  will^  dated  the  14th  of  January, 
1852,  gave  a  legacy  of  £10,  and  then  gave  and  bequeathed  all  her 
estate  and  effects  whatsoeyer  and  wheresoever  as  follows : — 

**  Unto  and  equally  between  my  father  James  Thomas  Gardiner , 


Weeks. 


gIs  equity  oases.  [L.  B, 

y.-0.  B.  my  mother  Ann  Qardiner^  and  all  my  brothers  and  sisters,  share 

1875  and  share  alike ;  nevertheless  I  direct  that  the  shares  of  my  said 

In  n  brothers  respectively  shall  not  vest  in  them  respectively  until  they 

GABDiNBB'a  ghall  respectively  attain  the  ages  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  the 

—  shares  of  my  said  sisters  shall  not  vest  in  them  respectively  until 

Oarbatt 

V,         they  shall  respectively  attain  that  age  or  marry." 

At  the  date  of  testatrix's  death  she  had  three  living  sisters  and 
two  brothers.    One  of  her  sisters  had  died  an  infant. 

The  first  of  her  brothers  and  sisters  who  came  of  age  was  a 
sister  who  attained  twenty-one  in  April,  1849.  At  that  date  all 
the  five  brothers  and  sisters  living  at  her  death  were  bom. 

Testatrix  died  on  the  15th  of  January,  1852,  and  on  the  3rd  of 
April,  1852,  testatrix's  mother  gave  birth  to  another  child,  a  sod, 
named  Thomas  Mwrray  Gardiner. 

The  first  of  testatrix's  brothers  who  came  of  age  attained  twenty- 
one  in  December,  1855. 

The  question  was  whether  Thomas  Murray  Gardiner  was  entitled 
to  a  share  as  one  of  testatrix's  brothers. 

Mr.  T.  A.  BobertSy  for  the  Plaintiff  in  the  suit. 

Mr.  Aldred  W.  BowdeUy  for  the  Defendant,  the  executor,  and  for 
some  of  the  beneficiaries  under  the  will. 

Mr.  Nalder,  for  Thomas  M.  Gardiner : — 

The  circumstance  that  Thomas  M,  Gardiner  was  not  actually 
bom  at  the  testatrix's  death,  he  being  at  the  time  en  venire  sa  merSf 
does  not,  of  itself,  prevent  his  participating:  Bennett  y^Honey- 
wood  (1) ;  Baldwin  v.  Bogers  (2). 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  date  when  the  class  becomes  ascer- 
tained, one  of  the  latest  authorities  is  Gimbktt  v.  Burton  (3), 
against  which  it  would  be  in  vain  to  contend,  if  the  language  here 
was  similar.  But  here  there  is  a  direction  that  the  shares  of  each 
brother  and  sister  shall  not  vest  until  twenty-one  or  marriage, 
which  leaves  the  case  open  to  the  construction  adopted  by  Vice- 
chancellor  Barker  in   Taylor  v.  Frdbisher  (4),  that  vesting  at 

(1)  Amb.  708 ;  Sugdm  on  Powers,  (2)  3  D.  M.  &  G.  649-^5a 

8th  Ed.  p.  663.  (3)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  427. 

(4)  6  De  G.  &  Sm.  191. 
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twenty-one  does  not  mean  indefeasibly  vesting,  but  only  vesting  v.-O.  B. 

subject  to  becoming  divested.  1875 

Moreover,  here  the  testatrix  has  in  fact  made  two  separate  j^ 

classes,  one  of  her  brothers,  and  another  of  her  sisters ;  and  Thomas  ^^^^bb's 

M.  Oardiner  is  admissible  into  the  class  of  brothers ;  if  not  into  

G  ABB  ATT 

the  class  of  brothers  and  sisters  taken  together :  Whitlread  v.  St.         v. 
John  (1). 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

This  point,  in  my  opinion,  is  covered  by  the  decision  in  GdmbleU 
V.  Purton  (2),  and  by  a  great  many  other  authorities  to  which  it 
is  unnecessary  particularly  to  refer. 

Mr.  Naider  has  endeavoured  to  shew  that  there  are  two  classes 
of  legatees,  and  that  a  different  condition  of  membership  is  attached 
io  one  of  the  classes  than  is  attached  to  the  other ;  but  in  my 
judgment  such  difference  of  language  as  occurs  here  does  not 
divide  the  legatees  into  two  classes. 

The  class  of  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  testatrix  is  a  single  class, 
tind,  being  so,  immediately  upon  one  of  the  class  attaining  twenty- 
one,  there  can  be  no  further  addition  to  the  class ;  and,  con- 
sequently, the  child  who,  in  this  instance,  was  born  after  the  date 
vfrhen  the  eldest  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  who  attained  twenty- 
one  came  of  age,  is  excluded. 

It  may  be  observed  that  in  the  head-note  to  the  report  of 
CHwhlett  V.  Purton  '^some  ambiguity  may  arise  from  the  use  of 
the  word  "  alive ;"  since  no  child  except  a  child  *'  bom  "  when  the 
eldest  attained  twenty-one  can  be  admitted  into  the  class ;  and  a 
<3hild  born  after  that  date,  although  en  ventre  m  merCy  and  so  in  fact 
living  at  or  before  the  date,  must  be  excluded. 

The  costs  of  the  child,  Thomas  Murray  Gardiner,  will  never- 
theless be  allowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant :  Mr.  F.  L.  Soames, 
4igent  for  Mr.  Thomas  CooJce,  Wokingham. 

Solicitors  for  other  parties:  Messrs.  Collyer-Bristow^  Withers^  dt 
Bussell ;  Messrs.  May,  SyJcee,  dt  Batten. 

(1)  10  Vcs.  lo2.  (2}  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  427. 
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V.-0.  B.  In  re  CHARLES  LAFFITTE  &  CO.,  LIMITED. 

^^^  LAFFITTE*S  CLAIM. 

,     Practice — Costa — Taxation — Third  Coumd — Skilled  Witness — ARcwance, 

The  junior  counsel  who  had  advised  throughout  the  proceedings  takeo 
by  a  claimant  against  a  company  in  liquidation,  in  respect  of  their  breach  of 
contract  to  purchase  his  business,  having  been  called  within  the  Bar  before- 
the  hearing  of  the  claim  and  after  a  leader  had  been  retained : — 

Eeld^  on  review  of  taxation,  that  having  regard  to  the  length  and  compli- 
cation of  the  case  and  evidence,  the  costs  of  a  third  counsel  as  junior  amnsel 
at  the  hearing  ought  to  be  allowed. 

An  accountant  employed  as  a  skilled  witness  to  give  evidence  in  support 
of  the  claim,  though  entitled  to  a  reasonable  allowance  for  his  time  and  ex- 
penses  in  preparing  his  evidence  by  an  examination  of  the  books,  is  not 
entitled  upon  party  and  party  taxation  to  his  chai^ges  for  balancing  and 
putting  the  books  into  shape  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  claim. 

Adjourned  summons  on  behalf  of  C.  Laffitte,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  review  of  the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  matter,, 
under  which  the  Taxing  Master  had,  1,  disallowed  the  costs  of  the 
junior's  brief  as  third  counsel  engaged  on  behalf  of  Laffiite  on  the 
hearing  in  this  Court  of  his  claim  for  damages,  under  the  inquiry 
directed  by  the  House  of  Lords;  and,  2,  had  onlj  allowed 
£157  10«.  in  respect  of  the  charges  of  Mr.  Kemp,  the  accountant 
employed  by  and  on  behalf  of  C.  Laffiite  to  give  evidence  as  to  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  business,  which  he  had  contracted  to  sell 
to  C.  Laffiite  db  Co,,  Limited, 

In  December,  1865,  Laffiite  agreed  to  sell  his  business  as  a 
banker  and  financial  agent  at  Paris  and  elsewhere  for  £150,000 
(afterwards  reduced  by  agreement  to  £100,000),  to  a  company  to 
be  formed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and  carrying  on  such 
business  under  the  firm  of  Charles  Laffiite  A  Co.,  Limited.  The 
contract  was  not  carried  out,  as  the  company  failed  and  in  Novem- 
ber, 1866,  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  Laffiite  carried  in  a  claim 
as  a  creditor  under  the  winding-up,  and  after  considerable  litiga- 
tion it  was  referred  back  to  this  Court  by  the  House  of  Lords  to 
ascertain  what  damages  Laffiite  had  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the 
contract  between  him  and  the  company.    Tlie  claim  was  heard  on 
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several  days  in  November,  1874 ;  and  on  the  12th  of  Decemter, 
1874,  Vice-chancellor  Bacon  made  an  order  allowing  Laffitte's 
claim  for  the  full  amount  (£90,000)  with  interest,  and  directing 
payment  of  Laffitte's  costs. 

With  respect  to  the  third  counsel's  brief,  it  appeared  that  Mr. 
Waller  was  originally  employed  as  junior  counsel  for  (7.  LaffiUe, 
and  advised  on  his  behalf  throughout  the  proceedings.  Mr. 
Kay,  Q.C.,  was  retained  as  leader  on  the  same  side ;  and  after- 
wards, but  before  the  hearing  of  the  case  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  Mr.  WdUer  was  called  within  the  Bar.  Upon  the  hearing 
before  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon,  in  November,  1874,  Mr.  Davey  was 
employed  as  junior  counsel  in  addition  to  Mr.  Kay,  Q  C,  and 
Mr.  Waller,  Q.O. 

With  respect  to  the  second  point ;  Mr.  Kemp's  affidavit  in  sup- 
port  of  LafUtes  claim,  made  at  the  hearing  before  Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon,  contained  an  elaborate  account  of  the  profits  and  losses  of 
Laffitte's  business.  He  was  engaged  for  some  time  both  in  London 
and  Parts  in  examining  and  arranging  Laj^^^'s  books  preparatory 
to  making  his  affidavit,  and  his  claim  against  LaffiUe  for  his  services 
whilst  thus  engaged  was  £2186;  his  own  expenses  being  charged 
at  £15 15«.it  day,  and  those  of  his  clerks  at  £3  Ss.  and  £2  28.  a  day. 

The  Taxing  Master  had  stated  his  reasons  (in  substance)  as 
follows : — 

**  These  objections  raise  two  points  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Court, 

**  1.  Whether  the  costs  of  three  counsel  on  the  hearing  of  the 
motion  ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  Mr.  LaffiUe. 

^  2.  Whether  a  sufficient  sum  has  been  allowed  in  respect  of  his 
payment  to  Mr.  Kemp,  a  witness,  for  giving  evidence  by  affidavit. 

*'  As  regards  the  first  point :  Mr.  fVaUer  held  a  brief  in  the  House 
of  Liords,  though  he  did  not  argue  the  case.  He  advised  throughout 
the  present  proceedings,  having  advised  for  and  settled  the  parti- 
culars of  demand,  having  advised  on  the  proper  evidence  and 
settled  all  the  affidavits,  and  having  gone  to  Paris  to  attend  the 
examination  of  witnesses.  Mr.  Kay  was  retained  as  leading 
counsel  for  Mr.  LaffiUe.  On  the  motion  coming  on,  in  addition  to 
the  briefs  to  Mr.  Kay  and  Mr.  Waller,  a  brief  is  given  to  Mr.  Davey, 
who  then  comes  into  the  case  for  the  first  time.    The  grounds  on 
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which  it  has  been  sought  to  support  the  claim  for  allowance  of  the 
costs  of  this  brief  are,  as  I  understand,  first,  that  the  sum  in  dispute 
is  very  large ;  and  secondly,  that  it  had  become  known  that  the 
Bespondent,  the  National  Bank,  intended  to  appear  by  four  ooun^I. 

''I  have  not  considered  that  there  is  any  good  reason  why,  if  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  rendered  the  employment  of  three 
counsel  proper  on  a  motion,  the  expense  thereof  should  not  be 
allowed,  though  I  am  not  aware  that  the  propriety  of  such  allow- 
ance has  eyer  come  before  the  Court. 

^*  There  being  no  pleadings,  no  question  arises  from  the  fact  that 
Mr.  WaUer  had  been  called  within  the  Bar.  This  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  be  a  case  of  the  class  which  the  Court  had  thought  might 
warrant  the  expense  of  three  counsel.  I  consider  that  to  bring  it 
within  the  principle  of  the  decided  cases  there  must  be  not  only 
importance  of  value,  but  also  an  unusual  quantity  of  evidence, 
and  an  unusual  call  on  the  time  of  counsel  from  the  length  of 
the  hearing.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  three  counsel  be  allowed 
here  the  like  allowance  cannot  be  refused  in  any  litigated  case 
which  the  parties  may  think  so  important  as  to  induce  them  to 
incur  the  expense.  I  do  not  consider  it  any  reason  for  such 
allowance  that  the  opponent  may  think  proper  to  retain  an  unusual 
number  of  counsel."  The  Taxing  Master  proceeded  to  state  that  in 
his  opinion  it  would  not  be  right,  from  the  fact  of  the  parties 
thinking  proper  to  conduct  the  litigation  in  an  expensive  manner, 
to  depart  from  the  ordinary  practice,  and  make  a  precedent  which 
must  of  necessity  be  applied  to  other  suitors  not  in  a  position  to 
bear  the  same  expenses. 

Upon  the  second  question,  as  to  the  proper  allowance  to  be  made 
to  a  skilled  witness, — 

''In  this  Court  there  is  no  scale  of  allowance  for  witnesses. 
There  is  a  scale  in  the  Common  Law  Courts  to  which  we  have 
recourse  if  it  be  found  to  be  applicable.  Under  that  scale  the  sim 
which  it  would  seem  would  be  allowed  for  Mr.  Kemp*s  evidence 
would  be  two  guineas.  The  rule  in  this  Court  under  which 
allowances  foe  witnesses  are  made  is  the  120th  Order  of  the  8th  of 
May,  1845,  which  directs: — 'Where  costs  are  to  be  taxed  as 
between  party  and  par^  the  Taxing  Master  may  allow  to  the  party 
entitled  to  receive  such  ^osts  all  such  just  and  reasonable  expenses 
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as  appear  to  have  been  incurred,  inter  alia,  in  procuring  evidence  V.-C.  B. 
by  deposition  or  affidavit,  and  the  attendance  of  witnesses.  But  1875 
in  allowing  such  costs  the  Taxing  Master  is  not  to  allow  to  such  j^ 
party  any  costs  which  do  not  appear  to  have  been  necessary  or  P^^^^ 
proper  for  the  attainment  of  justice  or  for  defending  his  rights,  or  &  Co., 
which  appear  to  have  been  incurred  through  over  caution,  negli-  — 
gence,  or  mistake,  or  merely  at  the  desire  of  the  party.'  ^laim*^ 

*^  Mr.  Laffitte  filed  an  affidavit  of  Kemp,  the  accountant,  in  which       

is  set  out  in  a  schedule  the  amount  of  profits  appearing  by  Laffiit^^B 
books  to  have  been  realized  by  him  from  the  year  1859  down  to  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  his  business  in  1865,  and  of  the  profit  and  loss 
appearing  by  the  books  to  have  been  realized  from  year  to  year 
since  that  time,  and  a  like  account  of  his  financial  business  from 
1852.  This  affidavit  was  sworn  on  the  17th  of  December,  1873. 
For  this  purpose  Mr.  Kemp  appears  to  have  gone  to  Paris  to 
examine  Mr.  Laffilie*8  books,  and  to  have  been  engaged  there,  at 
different  times  between  the  29th  of  September  and  the  15th  of 
November,  nineteen  days.  I  have  estimated  the  allowance  at  the 
rate  of  five  guineas  a  day,  or  in  round  figures  have  allowed  100 
guineas.  I  have  also,  though  with  hesitation,  allowed  the  assistance 
of  a  clerk  for  the  same  period  at  2^  guineas  a  day  or  fifty  guineas. 
I  have  made  these  allowances  from  the  best  consideration  I  have 
been  able  to  give  to  the  claim  of  Mr.  Kemp  on  Laffitte,  ci  very 
much  larger  amount,  laid  before  me. 

^  1  have  not  to  ihake  allowance  in  respect  of  any  expenses  Laffitte 
may  have  incurred  in  the  employment  of  Kemp  as  an  aooountant 
to  make  up  or  remodel  or  balance  his  banking  books — ^but  only  a 
just  and  reasonable  allowance  for  his  evidence  as  given  by  affidavit 
It  is  to  be  observed  (the  affidavit  being  sworn  on  the  17th  of  De- 
cember, 1873)  that  Mr.  Kemp  states  his  services  to  have  been  con- 
tinued up  to  the  22nd  of  May,  1875,  and  his  clerks'  services  up  to 
the  11th  of  June,  1874,  and  that  he  himself  and  one  of  his  clerks 
were  in  Paris  in  May,  1874,  which  would  seem  to  have  been  the 
time  of  his  cross-examination,  his  fees  for  which  had  been  already 
paid.  I  apprehend  that  the  large  sum  charged  in  Mr.  Kemp^s 
account  for  the  services  of  his  clerks  must  have  reference  to  his 
statement  that  he  was  engaged  '  in  extracting  all  items  of  profits 
and  loss  from  1852  to  1867,  and  translating  and  recording  them  in 
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y.-0.  B.  supplemental  books/  ^  in  setting  up  new  journals  and  ledgers  in 

1975  accordance  with  the  amendments  arising  from  his  investigation 

^^  and  balancing  the  ledger  accounts,  &c./  Mn  preparing  supple- 

^j"**"  mental  books/  and  the  various  other  work  of  like  description  set 

&  Go^  out  in  his  account.    But  it  seems  to  me  that  if  Mr.  LaffiUes  books 

'  were  not  in  such  a  condition  as  to  euable  a  skilled  accountant  to 

^^Cuamf*  state  the  balances  appearing  therein  without  making  new  books  as 

described  by  Hr.  Kemp,  and  that  Mr.  LaffitUj  instead  of  completing 

the  work  by  his  own  clerks,  thought  it  better  to  employ  an 
English  accountant,  such  work  must  be  considered  as  work  ren- 
dered by  Mr.  Kemp  as  an  accountant  and  not  as  n  witness.  After 
careful  examination  I  am  unable  to  see  my  way  to  make  a  larger 
allowance  to  Mr.  LaffiUe  under  the  head  of  just  and  reasonable  ex- 
penses of  Mr.  Kemp*8  evidence  by  affidavit" 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  Davetf,  Q.C.y  in  support  of  the  summons 
to  review : — 

1.  We  are  entitled  to  the  allowance  of  the  costs  of  the  third 
counsel  employed  in  this  case  after  the  original  junior  (Mr.TFoZZdr), 
who  was  engaged  in  and  advised  upon  the  proceedings  from  the 
outset,  was  called  within  the  Bar.  The  case  was  one  of  peculiar 
magnitude  and  difficulty,  the  brief  being  contained  in  a  book  of  350 
printed  pages ;  the  amount  claimed  was  very  large ;  and  the  em- 
ployment  of  four  counsel  by  the  official  liquidator  corroborates  our 
position  that  the  case  was  so  complicated  and  difficult  as  to  justify 
the  appearance  of  three  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  applicant.  The 
rule  (until  the  recent  announcement  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  the 
6th  of  July,  1875)  has  been  to  allow  in  heavy  cases  a  third  counsel 
where  the  second  counsel  has  taken  silk  before  the  hearing: 
NorthrEadem  Bailway  Company  v.  Jackson  (1);  Wentworth  v. 
Lloyd  (2);  Pearce  v.  Lindsay  (3);  Cousens  v.  Cousens^i).  AU 
that  Betts  v.  Cleaver  (5),  which  may  be  referred  to  on  the  other  side, 
decides  is,  that  there  must  (as  was  the  case  here)  have  been  an 
actual  retainer  of  the  leader  before  the  second  counsel  was  called 
within  the  Bar. 

(1)  22  W.  R.  629.  (3)  1  D.  P.  &  J.  573. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  607.  (4)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  48. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  513. 
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2.  The  allowance  to  Mr.  Kemp  is  too  small  for  a  skilled  witness, 
having  regard  to  the  time  and  troable  expended  by  him,  in  order  to 
prepare  the  evidence  and  place  before  the  Court  the  actual  nature 
of  the  business  which  Laffitte  proposed  to  sell  to  the  company. 
It  was  necessary  for  Kemp  to  make  himself  acquainted,  not  only 
with  the  balances,  but  with  the  details  of  which  those  balances 
furnished  the  result.  The  books,  which  were  in  the  French  lan- 
guage, and  the  accounts  in  French  currency,  had  to  be  translated* 
We  submit  that,  at  all  events,  seven  guineas  a  day,  the  amount 
determined  upon  in  SniUh  v.  Butter  (1),  ought  to  be  allowed,  and 
also  hotel  expenses  while  in  Paris,  in  addition  to  that  allowance. 

Mr.  Jackson,  0*0.,  and  Mr.  Hastinffs,  Q.C.,  for  the  official  liqui- 
dator, were  heard  upon  the  first  point  only : — 

As  a  general  rule,  on  a  taxation  as  between  party  and  iMurty, 
very  special  circumstances  are  necessary  to  justify  the  allowance 
of  a  third  counsel :  Morgan  and  Davey  on  Costs  (2) ;  Attorney^ 
Oeneral  v.  Mtmro  (3).  There  are  no  such  special  circumstances 
here,  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  counsel  who  has  advised  upon  the 
case — ^there  were  no  pleadings  here  to  draw — has  been  called  within 
the  Bar  before  the  hearing,  or  the  length  of  the  proceedings,  is  not 
sufficient  for  the  allowance  of  a  third  counsel :  Mer^Mnts'  Banhmg 
Company  v.  Maui  (4). 
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Sib  Jakes  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  do  not  understand  that  the  Lords  Justices,  upon  that  recent 
occasion  to  which  I  have  been  referred,  laid  down  any  rule. 
They  only  decided  that  the  fact  that  one  of  the  junior  counsel 
being  called  within  the  Bar  did  not  of  necessity  justify  the  em- 
ployment of  a  third  counsel.  That  is  all  I  understand  their 
Lordships  to  have  decided ;  and,  if  I  may  respectfully  say  so,  it 
'was  very  usefully  said,  and  I  would  humbly  concur  in  everything 
that  was  said  on  that  occasion.    It  is  not  the  rule  that,  because 

* 

the  junior  counsel  concerned  in  the  case  becomes  a  leader,  there- 
fore his  place  is  to  be  supplied  by  an  additional  counsel  I  pro- 
<;eed  upon  no  such  ground.    But  having  a  sufficient  recollection 

(1)  Law  Bep.  19  Eq.  473.  (3)  1  Mac.  &  G.  213. 

(2)  Page  352.  (4)  Ante,  p.  162. 
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of  this  case,  and  of  the  length  of  time  it  occupied  in  argoment 
before  me,  I  cannot  concur  with  what  has  been  urged,  as  if  the^ 
new  evidence  was  the  only  thing  to  be  considered.  I  think  that 
the  employment  of  a  third  counsel  was  perfectly  justifiable,  having 
regard  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case*  I  think  that,  although 
Mr,  Waller  has  ceased  to  be  a  junior,  it  was  expedient  and  just 
that  some  person  should  take  his  place  as  junior,  and  that  the 
assistance  of  the  third  counsel  in  the  case  was,  if  not  necessary, 
at  least  very  useful  to  the  Court  in  the  discussion.  And  without 
disturbing  any  rule  it  appears  to  me,  on  consideration  of  the  au- 
thorities that  have  been  referred  to,  in  which  the  employment  of 
a  third  counsel  was  considered  to  be  necessary,  not  only  as  to 
pleadings,  of  which  there  are  none  in  this  case,  but  with  regard  to 
the  magnitude,  importance,  and  detailed  nature  of  the  case,  that  it 
was  expedient,  at  least,  that  a  third  counsel  should  be  engaged.  I 
entirely  agree  with  the  Taxing  Master  that  the  large  amount  at 
stake  and  the  fact  that  the  opponents  had  four  counsel  were  no 
reasons ;  but  I  do  consider,  and  in  this  respect  I  differ  from  the 
Taxing  Master,  that  the  length  of  the  proceedings,  the  length  of 
the  evidence,  the  unusual  call  upcm  the  time  and  attention  of  the 
counsel,  all  of  whose  attendance  in  Court  cannot  at  all  times  be 
expected  or  perhaps  required — ^I  think  those  are  things  which 
justified  Mr.  LaffiUe  in  adding,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  summons 
which  was  litigated  before  me,  a  third  counsel  to  the  two  he  had 
before  retained.  I  am  therefore  unable  to  concur  with  the  Master 
in  the  conclusions  that  he  draws ;  and  although  I  agree  entirely 
with  him  upon  the  principle  he  lays  down,  I  think  that  the  addition 
which  he  specifies  ought  to  be  made,  and  that  his  certificate  ought 
to  be  varied  in  that  respect. 

Upon  the  other  point,  what  the  Taxing  Master  has  done  is,  in 
my  opinion,  exactly  what  ought  to  have  been  done  in  this  case. 
That  there  is  no  rule  in  this  Court  relating  to  the  allowance 
for  skilled  witnesses  is  noticed  by  the  Master.  What  is  the 
case  that  I  have  to  deal  with  in  that  respect?  It  was  incumbent 
upon  Mr.  LaffiUe  to  shew — ^the  onus  in  that  respect  was  upon 
him  to  shew — that  he  had  sustained  a  certain  loss.  The  means 
of  shewing  that  could  only  be  derived  from  the  business  he  had 
carried  on.    If  his  books  had  been  properly  kept,  it  would  not 
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liave  been  necessary,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  to  have  called  in  any 
evidence  in  addition  to  bis  own,  and  to  the  production  of  his 
books — not  that  the  production  of  his  books  would  have  been 
in  itself  evidenoe,  but  they  would  have  been  a  corroboration, 
and  would  have  enabled  bim,  upon  cross-examination  or  other- 
wise,  to  justify  the  statement  he  had  previously  made.  If  he 
had  not  kept  his  books  properly,  which  seems  to  have  been  the 
case,  it  was,  as  I  oonoeivey  incumbent  upon  him,  at  his  own 
expense,  if  expense  was  necessary,  by  his  own  exertions,  if  he 
could  do  it  without  any  expense,  to  put  his  books  and  accounts 
into  that  plain,  l^ble  shape  that  they  would  justify  the  charge  he 
made.  It  seems  to  haye  been  thought  necessary,  and,  for  any- 
thing I  know,  it  was  necessary,  that  the  case  should  not  rest  upon 
his  single  testimony,  as  it  might  have  done;  and  in  order  to  sup- 
port his  testimony,  therefore,  he  calls  in  the  assistance  of  Mr. 
Kemp,  an  accountant.  But  Mr.  Kemp^s  evidence  could  only  be  to 
corroborate  that  which  Mr.  LaffiUe  stated,  or  might  have  stated  for 
himself.  I  find  that  Mr.  Kemp  was  employed  in  a  totally  different 
office :  taking  up  the  confused  or  imperfect  books  of  Mr.  LaffiUe. 
Mr.  Kemp,  with  his  skill  as  an  accountant,  recasts  those  books, 
employs  himself  and  various  clerks  in  making  a  new  set  of  books, 
in  order  that  from  those  books  he  may  give  the  evidence  which  he 
afterwards  gives  in  the  case.  In  my  opinion  that  was  wholly  un- 
necessary. It  was  perhaps  necessary,  at  least  not  unreasonable, 
that  Mr.  Kemp  should  be  called  in  by  Mr.  LaffiUe  to  vouch  the  state- 
ment which  he  made  as  to  the  amount  of  his  profits.  In  that  em- 
ployment Mr.  Kemp  ought  to  have  had  no  other  source  to  resort  to 
but  the  books  of  Mr.  LaffiUe,  to  examine  them  and  have  them  veri- 
fied, and  to  state  the  result  which  was  to  be  drawn  from  those  books. 
Instead  of  that,  he  himself  states  in  the  paper  with  which  the 
Master  has  been  furnished,  that  he  was  employed  **  in  extracting 
all  items  of  profit  and  loss  from  1852  to  1867,  and  translating  and 
recording  them  in  supplemental  books,  in  setting  up  new  journals 
and  ledgers,  in  accordance  with  the  amendments  arising  from  his 
investigation,  and  balancing  the  ledger  accounts,  &c.,  in  preparing 
supplemental  books,"  and  so  on.  Now  upon  that  the  Master 
says :  '^  Such  work  must  be  considered  as  work  rendered  by  Mr. 
Kemp  as  an  accountant,  and  not  as  a  witness." 
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The  Master  has  acted  upon  his  experience  and  in  the  exercise 
of  his  discretion ;  and  dealing  with  this  skilled  witness,  he  makes 
to  him  the  allowance  which  he  thought  it  was  right  to  make, 
allowing  him  five  guineas  a  day  for  the  days  on  which  he  was 
employed  in  that  necessary  and  proper  work,  and  to  his  clerks  in 
proportion  for  the  same  thing.  Then  it  is  said  that  if  I  decide 
that  five  guineas  is  enough,  or  rather  that  the  Master  is  right, 
and  allow  five  guineas  a  day,  I  act  somewhat  at  variance  with 
the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Bidler  (1).  I  do  not  think  that  I  do 
so,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  do  so  at  all.  In  that  case  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  Malim  was  of  opinion  that  to  enable  a  skilled  witness  to 
give  such  evidence  as  was  necessary  on  the  subject  of  a  particular 
mechanical  invention,  it  was  necessary  he  should  make  himself 
acquainted  with  certain  previous  proceedings.  In  that  respect 
the  Yice-Cbancellor  thought  seven  guineas  a  day  a  reasonable 
allowance.  But  this  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  resemble  that  case 
in  any  degree.  There  was  no  occasion  for  any  scientific  witnesses, 
except  so  far  as  arithmetic  is  a  science.  The  Master  was  aware  of 
what  the  rule  is  at  common  law ;  he  was  also  aware  that  there  is 
no  such  rule  in  the  Court ;  and  having  the  whole  matter  before 
him,  and  having  the  very  long  experience  which  he  has  had  in 
these  matters,  I  do  not  think  myself  at  liberty  to  interfere  with 
that.  It  is  no  matter  of  principle  with  which  the  Court  ought  to 
interfere ;  but  a  mere  matter  of  detail,  a  matter  upon  which  the 
Master  was  perfectly  competent  to  exercise  his  judgment  as  he 
has  been  in  the  habit  heretofore  of  doing.  In  my  opinion,  the 
Master's  allowance  for  the  briefs  ought  now  to  be  varied,  and  in 
other  respects  I  think  the  Master  is  perfectly  right. 

No  order  as  to  costs. 


Solicitors :    Messrs.  Stevens,  Wilkinson,  dt  Harries ;   Messrs. 
Combe  dt  Wainwright 

(1)  Law  Sep.  19  Eq.  473. 
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July  S,  9. 


SHEPHEAKD  v.  WALKER,  v.-C.  R 

[1873    S.    82.]  ^^^ 

Specific  Perfi)rmanct — Detail — Lessor  and  Lessee, 

At  the  expiration  in  July,  1857,  of  a  lease  under  which  by  assignment  he 
was  in  possession  of  property,  B,  signed  an  agreement  to  accept  from  A, 
a  new  lease  for  thirty-one  years,  at  the  same  rent  as  was  reserved  by  the  old 
lease,  and  payment  of  £600  on  the  day  fixed  for  completion  (1st  August, 
1857),  with  interest  if  the  lease  should  not  be  completed  on  the  day  fixed. 
A  draft  lease  was  sent  to  B,  for  his  approval  but  was  not  returned,  and  no 
steps  were  taken  by  A.  to  press  for  completion,  B,  remained  in  possession 
and  paid  rent,  but  no  payment  of  the  £600  or  interest  was  ever  made  or 
demanded.    In  1871  A,  died.    On  bill  by  her  legal  personal  representative : — 

Held^  that  as  B.^s  possession  and  payment  of  rent  must  be  referred  to  the 
new  agreement,  and  not  to  a  holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  the  former 
lease,  the  lapse  of  time  did  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  specific  performance, 
which  was  accordingly  decreed,  with  interest  on  the  £600  from  the  1st  of 
August,  1857. 

In  July,  1857,  Miss  Bead  agreed,  ia  consideration  of  £600|  to 
grant  to  the  Defendants,  Messrs.  WaUcery  a  lease  of  the  Qweniry 
Cross  pnblic-honse,  at  Bromley  (then  in  the  occupation  of  the 
Defendants  or  their  undertenants,  under  a  lease  of  the  15th  of 
August,  1826,  granted  by  Miss  Bead's  faXher  and  predecessor  in 
title  to  Messrs.  Taylor,  Walker^  dt  Taylor,  and  vested  in  the  Defen- 
dants by  assignment),  for  the  term  of  thirty-one  years,  from  the  24th 
of  June,  1857,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £100  payable  quarterly.  And 
it  was  agreed  that  the  said  sum  of  £600  should  be  paid  by  the 
Defendants  to  Miss  Bead  on  the  1st  of  August,  1857,  on  which  day 
the  lease  was  to  be  completed  and  a  counterpart  to  be  ezeonted  by 
the  Defendants,  and  if  from  any  cause  whatsoever  the  lease  should 
not  be  completed  on  that  day  and  the  sum  of  £600  paid,  the  Defen- 
dants were  to  pay  interest  on  the  same  at  5  per  cent,  from  that 
day  till  completion.  It  was  also  agreed  that  the  lease  should 
contain  similar  covenants  and  provisoes  to  those  contained  in  the 
lease  of  the  15th  of  August,  1826.  The  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment containing  these  terms  was  signed  by  one  Bladkie,  a  clerk  of 
the  Defendants,  as  agent  on  their  behalf. 
Miss  Bead  instructed  her  solicitor  to  prepare  a  draft  lease  in 
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Y.-G.  B.      pnrsaance  of  the  agreement,  and  on  the  14th  of  August,  1857,  a 

1875        fair  copy  of  the  draft  was  delivered  to  the  Defendants  for  their 

Sb^hxabd  approval ;  but  they  had  never  returned  the  draft  to  Miss  Bead, 

Walker  or  to  any  one  on  her  behalf,  and,  as  the  bill  alleged,  from  their 
—  refusing  or  neglecting  to  return  the  draft  and  to  pay  the  £600 
premium,  the  lease  had  never  been  executed.  At  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  and  ever  since,  the  premises  were  and  had  been  in  the 
possession  and  occupation  of  the  Defendants,  who  had  from  time  to 
time  made  payments  to  Miss  Bead  in  respect  of  the  yearly  rent  of 
£100,  and,  as  the  bill  averred,  for  interest  upon  the  said  sum  of 
£600 ;  but  this  averment  was  not  borne  out  by  the  receipts  pro- 
duced  in  evidence.  The  last  of  such  payments  was  made  on  the 
20th  of  March,  1871,  £98  63.  8d.,  being  the  amount  (less  income 
tax)  of  one  year's  rent  which  accrued  due  under  the  agreement 
on  the  25th  of  March,  1866. 

Miss  Bead  died  on  the  6th  of  December,  1871,  and  the  Plaintiff, 
as  her  surviving  executor,  was  her  legal  personal  representative. 

Shortly  before  her  death  the  license  for  the  public-house  com- 
prised in  the  demise  was  forfeited,  owing,  as  the  bill  alleged,  to 
the  wilful  misconduct  of  fin  undertenant  of  the  Defendants. 

The  whole  of  the  £600,  with  a  large  arrear  of  interest  thereon, 
and  the  rent  from  the  25th  of  March,  1866,  up  to  the  death  of 
Miss  Bead,  was  now  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  her  legal  personal 
representative,  and  the  bill  was  filed  to  obtain  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  and  damages  for  non-fulfilment  thereof,  and  in 
particular  damages  in  respect  of  the  forfeiture  and  loss  of  the 
license  of  the  public-house. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer  stated  that  although  the  memo- 
randum of  agreement  of  July,  1857,  was  signed  by  their  derk,  and 
the  draft  of  a  proposed  lease  sent  to  them,  the  draft  was  never 
approved  by  them,  and  the  whole  matter  then  dropped  and  no 
further  action  was  ever  taken  therein.  They  continued  to  hold 
the  premises  at  the  old  rent  of  £100  per  annum,  as  paid  under  the 
expired  lease,  but  for  no  definite  term,  and  without  the  payment  of 
any  premium.  No  money  was  ever  paid  by  way  of  prenuum  or 
for  interest  on  the  premium,  nor  was  any  application  ever  made  to 
them  by  or  on  behalf  of  Miss  Bead  for  premium  or  interest,  or  for 
a  return  of  the  draft  lease  by  or  on  behalf  of  Miss  Bead,  down  to 
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the  day  of  her  death.     Under  the  circumstances,  the  Defendants      V-'^-  ^• 
submitted  that  the  memorandum  and  negotiations  for  a  lease  for        i^^ 
thirty-one  years  in  consideration  of  a  premium  were  waived  and    Shxphxabd 
abandoned  by  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  that  the     walkeb. 
claim  now  set  up  by  the  bill  to  compel  them  to  take  a  lease  and       — 
pay  £1500,  or  thereabouts,  for  the  same,  was  unjustifiable ;  that 
Miss  Bead,  if  she  desired  to  compel  the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  the 
suggested  premium  and  take  a  lease,  was  bound  to  have  demanded 
the  premium  and  tendered  the  lease  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
that  she  would  have  been  debarred  by  her  own  conduct  and  laches 
from  enforcing  any  such  agreement  had  she  attempted  to  do  so, 
which  she  never  did.    They  submitted  that  they  were  not  liable 
to  pay^  the  £1552  I60.  6d.  alleged  to  be  due  under  the  alleged 
agreement,  or  any  other  sum  except  the  yearly  rent  of  £100,  which 
they  had  always  been,  and  now  were  ready  and  willing  to  pay  to 
the  person  legally  entitled,  so  long  as  their  occupation  of  the 
premises  continued. 

From  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  been  Miss  Bead's 
solicitor,  it  appeared  that  he  had  on  several  occasions  called  her 
attention  to  Messrs.  Walker^  and  that  Miss  Bead  told  him  that  she 
did  not  wish  the  Defendants  to  be  pressed ;  that  she  was  not  in 
need  of  the  premium  of  £600,  and  that  she  could  not  get  as  much 
as  5  per  cent,  interest  for  it  elsewhere,  and  she  considered  it  safe. 
Miss  Bead  was  also  stated  to  have  been  possessed  of  very  consider- 
able sums  of  money  in  the  funds  and  a  large  quantity  of  house 
property,  especially  in  Stamford  Street.  She  was  in  the  habit  of 
allowing  the  dividends  and  rents  thereof  to  accumulate  for  several 
years  before  receiving  the  same,  and  at  the  time  of  her  death  four 
and  a  half  years'  dividends  at  least  remained  unreceived  by  her 
upon  her  property  in  the  funds,  and  considerable  arrears  of  rents 
were  due  by  her  various  tenants  and  lessees. 

Mr.  JaeJcson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wells,  for  the  Plaintiff:-— 

The  Defendants,  who  have  continued  in  possession  of  property 
since  August,  1857,  under  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  subject  to 
a  premium  of  £600,  with  interest  until  execution  of  the  lease, 
their  possession  being  referable  to  no  other  agreementy  decline  to 
pay  the  premium,  which  was  an  essential  part  of  the  consideration 


Walkeb. 
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y.-C.  B.  for  the  lease,  becanse,  forsootb,  they  have  been  in  possession  so 
1875  long,  and  the  demand  is  said  to  be  stale.  But  although  as  a 
SBSPHiAr.D  general  rule  delay  and  laches  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  are 
a  good  defence  to  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  the  principle 
does  not  apply,  and  this  defence  cannot  be  sustained,  where  the 
relation  of  the  parties  has  been  in  no  degree  altered  by  the 
delay,  and  the  Defendants  have  been  in  possession  under  and 
enjoyed  the  benefits  of  the  agreement;  while  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
testatrix  have  not  been  sleeping  upon  their  rights,  but  simply 
relying  on  their  equitable  rights,  without  thinking  it  necessary  to 
have  their  legal  rights  perfected.  In  sucli  a  case  there  has  been 
such  part  performance  of  the  agreement  as  to  render  the  defence 
of  laches  untenable  and  inequitable :  Clarke  y.  Moore  (1) ;  Sharp 
V.  MUligan  (2). 

Mr.  E.  Beawmonif  for  Chdhoi^  the  heir-at-law  of  Miss  Read, 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  F.  Hawkins,  for  the  Defendants : — 

The  agreement  of  which  specific  performance  is  sought  was 
entered  into  eighteen  years  ago  and  immediately  abandoned,  and 
there  has  been  no  part  performance  by  the  Defendants  sufficient 
to  get  rid  of  the  effect  of  the  delay  and  waiver.  We  haye  re- 
mained in  possession,  not  under  the  agreement  of  July,  1857,  but 
as  tenants  at  will  holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  the  old 
lease,  and  we  have  simply  paid  the  old  rent  thereby  reserved.  In 
order  to  amount  to  part  performance  the  conduct  of  the  De- 
fendants must  be  unequivocally  referable  to  the  agreement: 
Morphett  y.  Jones  (3) ;  Nunn  y.  Fahian  (4).  The  mere  fact  of 
continuance  in  possession  after  the  expiration  of  the  old  lease 
does  not  amount  to  part  performance  of  an  agreement  to  accept  a 
new  lease :  Wills  y.  Stradling  (5).  It  was  of  the  essence  of  the 
agreement  that  interest  should  be  paid  on  the  premium  if  the 
premium  remained  unpaid,  but  for  eighteen  years  the  Defendants 
haye  been  allowed  to  remain  on  the  footing  of  the  old  lease 
without  payment  of  the  premium  or  any  interest  thereon,  and 

(1)  IJ.  &  Lat.  723.  (3)  1  Sw.  172. 

(2)  22  Beav.  606.  (4)  Law  Kep.  1  Ch.  35. 

(5)  3  V«s.378. 
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without  any  claim  for  it  having  been  either  made  or  recognised ;     V.-C,  B. 
and  npon  the  evidence  afforded  by  the  receipts  and  the  conduct  of        1875 
the  parties  the  agreement  was  clearly  treated  as  abandoned,  at  all  ;  shx]pbeari> 
events  qua  payment  of  premium.    A  Plaintiff  cannot  call  npon  a     ^J,^j.b 

Court  of  Equity  for  a  specific  performance  unless  he  has  shewn        

himself  ready,  desirous,  prompt,  and  eager:  MUward  v.  Earl 
Thanet  (1) ;  Eads  v.  WUltams  (2) ;  and  the  delay  of  eighteen 
years  is  fatal  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim :  Lehmann  v.  MeArlhur  (3) ; 
Southcomb  v.  Bishop  of  Exeter  (4) ;  unless  in  a  case  where  nothing 
remains  to  be  done  but  to  clothe  the  equitable  estate  with  a 
legal  title :  Crofton  v.  Orrmhy  (5).  In  any  case,  even  if  the  rest 
of  the  contract  could  be  enforced,  payment  of  the  £600  premium 
and  interest  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Mr.  Jackson^  in  reply. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  case  as  stated  upon  the  bill  is  as  plain  a  case  as  possible. 
A  lease  in  which  neither  the  testatrix  nor  the  Defendants  were 
lessor  or  lessees  had  been  in  existence,  and  is  recited  in  the  agree- 
ment entered  into  between  the  testatrix  and  the  Defendants. 
That  agreement  is  for  a  lease  upon  terms  clearly  specified,  and  it 
is  admitted  by  the  Defendants^  in  unqualified  terms  that  that 
agreement  was  signed  by  their  agent  on  their  behalf.  The  notion 
that  the  possession  which  has  been  continued  by  the  Defen- 
dants is  to  be  referred  to  the  old  lease,  or  to  a  tenancy  at  will 
after  the  old  lease  had  expired,  is,  in  my  opinion,  wholly  without 
foundation,  and  is  contradicted  by  the  plain  facts  of  the  case, 
and  is  not  even  asserted  by  the  Defendants  in  their  answer.  [His 
Honour,  after  stating  the  agreement,  continued : —  ]  As  I  have  said, 
nothing  can  be  more  explicit  than  the  terms  of  that  agreement, 
nothing  more  distinct  than  that  any  possession  to  be  taken  or 
retained  by  the  Defendants  after  that  can  be  referred  only  to  that 
a<n*eement.  The  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  were  cases  in 
which  it  was  endeavoured  to  supply  the  deficiency  occasioned  by 

(1)  5  Ves.  720,11.  (3)  Law  Kep.  8  Ch.  490. 

(2)  4  D.  M.  &  G.  674.  (4)  6  Hare,  213. 

(5)  2  Scb.  &  Lef.  583,  603. 
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y.-C.  B.     the  strict  interpretation  of  the  statute — tiie  deficiency  of  a  written 
1875       contract.     Bat  the  contract  being  admitted,  the  difficulty  that 
Sbbphiabd  cu'ose  in  Morphelt  v.  Jones  ( 1 )  was  at  once  got  over. 

Wa^kxb  ^*  ^^y  remains  to  consider  the  terms  on  which  the  tenancy 

has  been  continued.    It  is  said  that  the  rent  is  just  the  same  as  it 

was  under  the  old  lease.  That  may  be,  but  it  is  the  only  rent 
which  Miss  Bead  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  under  the  agreement, 
and  that  the  Defendants  say  in  their  answers  they  have  paid  to 
her  from  the  time  mentioned  in  the  answer  up  to  the  date  there 
specified.  There  is  no  doubt,  upon  the  admission  in  their  own 
answer,  that  from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  agreement  by 
their  agent  on  their 'behalf  they  did  pay  the  said  rent  (that  is  the 
rent  mentioned  in  the  agreement)  to  Miss  Bectd  in  her  lifetime. 
What  becomes  then  of  the  objection  that  this  may  be  referred  to 
something  else ;  that  the  possession  might  haye  been  a  continuance 
as  tenants  from  year  to  year  ?  They  admit  they  have  paid  the  very 
rent  which  by  the  agreement  they  had  stipulated  to  pay. 

It  is  said  tliat  the  Plaintiff  is  deprived  of  the  right  which  he 
otherwise  possessed  by  reason  of  laches.  Now  the  laches  consists 
in  this.  The  testatrix  may  be  said  to  have  been  an  eccentric 
person,  but  with  that  I  have  nothing  to  do,  and  I  do  not  regard  it 
in  considering  the  case.  But  the  defence  set  up  by  the  answer 
is,  after  admitting  the  agreemett^  after  admitting  that  the  draft  of 
the  proposed  lease  was  sent  by  the  solicitor  of  Miss  Bead — **  bat 
the  draft  was  never  approved  of  by  us,  and  the  whole  matter  then 
dropped,"  and — adopting  the  favourite  Americanism — ''  no  farther 
action  was  ever  taken  herein."  Then  comes,  not  the  assertion  of 
a  facti  but  an  expression  of  beliel  **  Under  the  circumgtances 
aforesaid  we  submit  and  humbly  insist  that  the  aforesaid  memo- 
randum and  negotiations  for  a  lease  for  thirty-one  years  in  con- 
sideration of  a  premium  were  waived  and  abandoned  by  the  acts 
and  conduct  of  the  parties." 

There  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  that  the  agreement  between 
these  parties  was  waived  and  abandoned.  To  do  the  Defendants 
justice,  they  have  carefully,  at  all  events  effectually,  avoided  pledg- 
ing their  oaths  to  any  such  statement  The  evidence  on  the  other 
side  is  complete  and  perfect  that  it  never  was  abandoned.    Under 

(1)  1  Sw.  172. 
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these  circumstances  I  am  asked  to  pause  before  making  a  decree     y.-0.  B. 
for  the  specific  performance  of  this  agreement,  against  which       1875 
there  is  not  a  particle  of  defence,  not  a  single  fact  proyed,  not   siiepbeabd 
a  single  statement  or  suggestion  made  to  which  I  can  in  the     YfjosjoL 
slightest  degree  attend.    Something  was  said  about  the  Staivte  of      — 
Limitations,  but  it  has  no  more  to  do  with  the  case  than  many 
other  of  the  topics  to  be  read  in  the  answer.    The  stipulation  in 
the  agreement  is  that  when  the  lease  shall  be  completed  the 
£600  shall  be  paid.    The  lease  has  never  been  completed,  and  no 
statute  exists  to  bar  the  claim.    In  my  opinion  a  plainer  case 
never  was  presented  to  the  Court,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  decree  he  asks  for,  as  the  representative  of  Miss  Beady  for 
specific  performance  of  this  agreement,  and  to  have  the  £600 
paid  as  part  of  the  consideration.    There  can  be  no  inquiry  into 
title,  for  that  is  prevented  by  the  agreement.    The  lease  to  be 
settled  in  Chambers  if  the  parties  differ. 

Mr.  Kay : — Your  Honour  does  not  mean  to  give  interest  on 
this  money. 

The  Vice-Chanoellor  :— Indeed  I  do. 

Mr.  Kay : — Not  for  eighteen  years  ? 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — ^Yes ;  because  you  have  so  stipulated 
in  plain  terms.  You  have  contracted  that  you  will  pay  interest 
UDtil  the  treaty  shall  be  completed,  and  it  is  nobody's  fault  but 
the  Defendants'  that  it  has  not  been  completed. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Shepheard  d  Sons;  Messra  Oellatly,  Son, 
<fe  Warton. 
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V.-0.  R  SMITH  V.  ILIFFE. 

1876  [1874    S.    313.] 

Jviy  13.       Ward  of  Courts  Settlement  of  Personal  Estate-^Limitation  on  Death  of  Hwhand 

and  in  default  of  Children  to  Next  of  Kin  of  surviving  Wife — Bectification 
hy  giving  the  Property  to  Wife  absolutely. 

By  a  marriage  settlement  executed  in  pursuance  of  articles  made  under 
the  order  of  the  Court  on  the  marriage  of  a  lady,  an  infant  and  a  ward  of 
Court,  personalty  of  the  wife  was  limited  on  death  of  the  husband  and  in 
default  of  children,  both  which  events  happened,  to  the  wife,  as  she  should 
by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  to  her  next  of  kin« 

Upon  her  uncontradicted  evidence  that  this  was  not  in  acoordanoe  with  her 
intention : — 

Etldj  that  she  was  entitled  to  have  the  settlement  rectified  by  limiting  the 
,  property,  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  to  herself,  her  executors  and 

administrators,  absolutely ;  and  declaration  to  that  effect  ordered  to  be  in- 
dorsed on  the  settlement. 

Motion  for  decree. 

By  articles  dated  the  10th  of  December,  1833,  and  made  prior 
to  the  marriage  of  Elizdbeih  Harrold,  a  minor  and  ward  of  Court, 
with  William  Palmer,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Court, 
dated  the  3rd  of  December,  1833,  certain  personal  property  of 
Miss  Harrold  was  covenanted  to  be  settled  upon  trusts  therein 
mentioned ;  and  it  was  by  the  articles  declared  that  if  there  should 
be  no  child  of  the  marriage,  then,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor 
of  William  Palmer  and  Elizabeth  Harrold,  the  trustees  should  be 
possessed  of  the  trust  fand  and  the  income  thereof  upon  such 
trusts  as  Elizabeth  Harrold,  whether  covert  or  sole,  should  by  will 
aj)point,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment  for  the  next  of  kin  of 
Elizabeth  Harrold. 

The  marriage  took  place  on  the  12th  of  December,  1833. 

On  the  9th  of  December,  1834,  Elizabeth  Harrold  attained 
twenty-one. 

By  the  marriage  settlement,  which  was  dated  the  4th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1836,  and  made  in  conformity  with  the  articles,  and  in 
pursuance  of  another  order  of  Court,  dated  the  30th  of  June,  1835, 
the  above  personalty  was  settled  upon  the  trusts  therein  men- 
tioned ;  and  the  settlement  continued : —  ^ 

**  In  case  there  shall  be  no  child  of  the  said  William  Palmer  by 
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the  said  Elizabeih  Harrold  who  under  the  trusts  hereinbefore  de-     Y.-C.  B. 
dared  shall  attain  a  vested  interest  in  the  said  sum,  then  in  such        IA75 
case  the  said  trustees  shall,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of      Surm 
them,  the  said  W.  Palmer  and  Elizabeth  Sarrold,  stand  and  be  pos- 
sessed of  and  interested  in  the  said  sum,  and  the  dividends  or 
annual  produce  thereof,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  pur- 
poses as  the  said  Elizabeth  Harrold,  whether  covert  or  sole,  shall  by 
her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  by  any  codicil  or  codicils 
thereto  to  be  signed  and  published  by  her  in  the  presence  of  two  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  upon  trust  for  all  and  every  such  person  or  persons  as 
at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  W.  Palmer  and 
Elizabeih  Harrold  his  wife,  shall  be  the  next  of  kin  of  her  the  said 
Elizabeth  HdrrM:* 

On  the  14th  of  October,  1868,  William  Palmer  died.  There 
never  was  any  issue  of  the  marriage. 

On  the  23rd  of  April,  1871,  Elizabeth  Pdlmer,ihe  widow,  married 
the  Bev.  John  Henry  Smith ;  and  on  the  20th  of  November,  1874, 
she  filed  this  bill  against  John  Hiffe,  the  surviving  trustee  of  the 
settlement,  and  her  husband,  J.  H.  Smithy  praying  for  a  de- 
claration that  she  was  entitled  to  have  the  articles  and  settlement 
rectified  in  such  manner  and  form  as  that,  in  the  events  which 
had  happened,  the  funds  now  subject  to  the  settlement  might  be 
held  by  the  Defendant,  John  Biffe,  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiff,  her 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  absolutely,  and  as  part  of 
her  separate  estate. 

I  Mrs.  Smith,  by  her  affidavit  in  support  of  the  bill,  said  that  the 
terms  of  the  settlement  were  arranged  by  her  mother  and  her 
advisers  without  reference  to  herself;  that  she  was  then  a  girl 
under  twenty-one,  but  that  she  never  understood  that  she  was  to 
be  deprived  of  the  control  of  her  own  property  in  the  event  of  her 
becoming  a  widow  and  childless.  She  also  said  that  as  far  as  she 
was  aware  she  had  no  near  relations,  and  she  did  not  know  who 
was  her  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Warminffton,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  proper  frame  of  a  settlement  by  the  Court  with  regard 
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y.-€.  B.     to  this  particular  limitation  is  given  in  Carter  y.  Taggart  (1); 
1875       Seton  (2). 

Smith  ^  ^  ^^6  power  of  the  Court  to  rectify  the  settlement}  the 

authorities  are,  Hobson  v.  Ferrabg  (3) ;  WcUerleek  v.  Barrow  (4) ; 
Harbidge  v.  TFb^aw  (5) ;  Torre  v.  Torre  (6), 

In  In  re  BesCs  SeUUment  Trusts  (7)  it  was  held  that  by  the 
'^ personal  representatives"  of  the  wife  in  a  limitation  of  this 
kind,  are  meant,  not  her  next  of  kin,  but  her  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators. 

Mr.  Toumsendf  for  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement. 
Mr.  Field,  for  the  second  husband. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  last  case  which  has  been  cited  furnishes  at  least  an  intelli- 
gible and  satisfactory  ground  on  which  matters  of  this  kind  may  be 
disposed  of.  In  In  re  Bests  BetUement  Trusts  (8)  Yice-Chancellor 
Hall  observes  that  nothing  can  be  more  improbable  than  that  a 
lady,  in  making  a  settlement  of  her  own  property,  should  intend 
to  put  it  beyond  her  own  control  in  the  events  of  the  husband 
dying  and  there  being  no  child  of  the  marriage,  and  thus  deprive 
herself  of  the  power  of  making  any  provision  on  the  occasion  of  a 
second  marriage. 

These  observations  have  a  direct  bearing  on  the  present  case ; 
and  authority  is  not  wanting,  if  it  were  needed,  to  shew  that  the 
Court  has  power  to  act  in  the  way  which  is  prayed  by  this  bill. 

The  case  before  the  late  Master  of  the  Soils  of  WoUerhetlQ  v. 
Barrow  (9),  though  it  proceeded  on  facts  which  are  not  present 
here,  is  an  authority  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

In  the  present  case  the  wife  states  positively  that  it  was  not  her 
intention  that  she  should  be  deprived  of  the  control  of  her  pro- 
perty in  the  events  which  have  happened ;  and  against  that  state- 
ment there  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence.    Such  a  state  of  things 

(1)  5  De  a.  &  Sm.  49;  1  D.  M.  &  (5)  5  Hare,  258. 
G.  286.  (6)  1  Sm.  &  Giff.  518. 

(2)  Page  666.  (7)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  686, 691. 

(3)  2  Coll.  412.  (8)  Ibid.  686,  692. 

(4)  23  Beav.  423.  (9)  23  Beav.  423. 


Injunction — Powers  of  Dirtctors — Annual  General  Meeting —  Voting  Powers  of 

Shareholders. 

Altbougli  the  Court  will  not  interfere  with  the  powers  and  duties  •£ 
directors  in  their  management  of  the  internal  affairs  of  a  company,  directors 
will  be  restrained  from  fixing  a  particular  date  for  holding  the  annual  general 
meeting  of  the  company  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  shareholders  from 
exercising  their  voting  powers. 

X  HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants, 
the  chairman  and  directors  of  Elwarthy  Brothers  dt  Co.,  Limited, 
from  holding  the  annual  general  meeting  of  the  Defendant  com- 
pany on  the  3rd  of  August,  1875,  and  from  summoning  any 
meeting  of  the  Defendant  company  on  or  before  the  18th  of 
August,  1875. 

The  company  was  formed  in  March,  1866,  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  and  extending  the  business  of  Messrs.  WiUiam  and 
Henry  Elworthy,  woollen  manufacturers,  of  Wellington,  Somerset, 
with  a  nominal  capital  of  £200,000,  divided  into  10,000  £20  shares, 
the  first  issue  consisting  of  5000  shares,  of  which  2500  were  to  be 
issued  to  the  public.  Messrs.  Elworthy  agreed  to  act  as  managers 
of  the  company  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  Ist  of  March, 
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as  this  must,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  have  great     V.-C.  B. 
weight ;  and  there  is  abundant  ground  for  holding  that  the  Plain-        i875 
tiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  settlement  rectified  in  such  a  way  as      smith 
that,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  the  property  may  be 
hers  absolutely. 

There  will  be  a  declaration  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  of  the 
bill,  and  it  will  be  sufficient  that  that  declaration  be  indorsed  on 
the  settlement 

The  costs  of  all  parties,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  will 
come  out  of  the  fund. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Field,  Boscoe,  dt  Co. ;  Messrs.  Iliffe,  Bussett, 
&  Iliffe. 


CANNON  V.  TRASK.  v.^R 

[1875    0.    242.]  ^875 
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V.-C.  B.      1866,  at  a  salary  of  £500  a  year  each,  wifii  an  increase  contingent 

18?5        upon  the  amoumt  of  dividend  declared. 
Cannok         Messrs.  Elworthy  continued  to  act  as  managers  of  the  company, 
Trask       ^^^  recently,  and  especially  since  August,  1874,  differences  had 

arisen  between  themselves  and  the  Defendants,  the  other  directors, 

including  the  Defendant  Trask,  the  chairman,  with  regard  to  the 
management  of  the  company,  from  which,  as  it  was  alleged,  the 
Defendant  directors  were  endeavouring  to  exclude  Messrs.  Elworihy. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  company  became  divided  into  two 
rival  camps,  one  represented  by  Messrs.  Elworthy  and  their  friends, 
including  the  Plaintiffs,  the  other  by  the  Defendants  the  directors 
and  chairman.  But  although  they  held  a  majority  of  the  shares, 
Messrs.  Eltoorthy  were  not,  in  consequence  of  the  mode  in  which 
the  shares  were  distributed,  able  to  exercise  a  voting  power  pro- 
portioned to  the  shares  held  by  themselves  and  their  adherents 
in  the  company,  nor,  being  in  a  minority  on  the  board,  successfully 
to  oppose  the  action  of  the  Defendants. 

In  the  course  of  the  contest  the  practice  of  buying  up  and  dis- 
tributing shares  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  increase  of  yoting 
power  and  strengthening  their  interest,  which  was  alleged  to  have 
been  commenced  by  the  directors,  had  been  largely  resorted  to  on 
both  sides  during  the  present  year.  In  May,  1875,  Messrs.  El- 
worthy executed  transfers  of  a  large  number  of  shares  to  nominees. 
Again,  on  the  80th  of  June,  1875,  the  transfers  of  447  shares  to 
various  nominees  of  the  Defendants  wer^  registered,  and  in  the 
course  of  the  following  month  transfers  of  935  shares  were  made  to 
nominees  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  friends  of  William  and  Henry 
Elworthy.  In  consequence  of  these  transfers  the  Plaintiffs'  party 
stood  on  the  13th  of  July  the  registered  holders  of  3068  shares, 
representing  1905  votes — a  majority  of  votes  and  a  majority  of 
the  shares  in  the  company ;  but  from  the  transfers  of  several  of 
these  shares  not  having  been  approved  and  registered  until  the 
13th  of  July,  the  Plaintiffs  would  not,  having  regard  to  Article  65, 
command  a  majority  of  votes  at  any  meeting  held  before  the  13th 
of  August,  1875. 

On  the  19th  of  July  a  resolution  was  passed  by  the  board  of 
directors,  and  notice  was  sent  out  to  the  shareholders  convening 
the  annual  general  meeting  for  the  3rd  of  August,  without  waiting 
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for  the  preparation  and  sending  out  of  the  balance-sheet'  and     V.-O.  B. 
completion  of  the  audit.    The  bill  charged : — In  fixing  the  annual        isrs 
meeting  at  the  unusually  early  date  of  the  3rd  of  August,  the  direc-     cannos 
tors  were  actuated  by  the  improper  motive  of  .preventing  WiUiam      ^£^ 
and  Henry  ]Ejlworthy  and  their  friends  from  exercising  the  fall        — ** 
voting  power  which  they  would  possess  if  the  meeting  were  held, 
as  had  always  heretofore  been  the  casCi  on  the  third  or  fourth  Mon- 
day in  August,  and  there  was  no  reason  why  the  meeting  should  be 
summoned  for  so  early  a  date  except  that  of  securing  to  the  Defen- 
dants a  majority  of  votes  with  the  object  of  furthering  the  views 
of  themselves  and  their  friends.    Under  these  circumstances  the 
bill  was  filed  by  the  Flaintifis,  the  registered  holders  of  397  shares 
(on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  the  shareholders  other 
than  the  Defendants),  with  the  consent  and  approval  of  regis- 
tered  holders  of  3065  shares  entitled  to  1905  votes  (assuming  the 
meeting  to  be  held  at  the  usual  time),  for  the  purpose  of  restrain- 
ing the  holding  of  the  annual  general  meeting  on  the  3rd  of 
August,  and  from  summoning  any  meeting  on  or  before  the  13th 
of  August. 

The  bill  also  sought  to  restrain  the  directors  from  issuing  pre- 
ference shares,  and  from  doing  certain  other  acts.,  but  as  the  argu- 
ment and  the  decision  were  confined  to  the  question  of  the  validity 
of  the  course  taken  by  the  directors  in  summoning  the  meeting 
for  the  8rd  of  August,  1875,  any  detailed  statement  of  the  other 
points  raised  by  the  biU  is  unnecessary. 

The  clauses  of  the  articles  of  association  material  for  this  report 
are  the  following : — 

By  Article  5  it  was  provided  that  the  company  might  in  general 
meeting  from  time  to  time/  by  special  resolution,  alter  and  make 
new  provisionsinstead  of  or  in  addition  to  any  regulations  of  the 
company. 

'^  6.  Shares  shall  from  time  to  time  be  issued  by  thedirectors, 
either  as  one  class  or  as  several  classes,  at  such  times  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  board  shall  think  fit.  The  board  shall  also  have 
power  to  attach  to  the  shares  comprised  in  the  several  classes 
any  special  priority  or  position  with  reference  to  preferential, 
guaranteed,  fixed,  fluctuating,  redeemable  or  other  dividends  or 
interest,  or  any  other  special  priority,  condition,  or  restriction." 
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y.-aB.         ^'21.  Sabject  to  the  restrictions  of  these  presents,  any  member 
1875        may  sell  or  transfer  all  or  any  of  his  shares  by  authority  in  writing 
Cakson     ^^  *^®  ^orm  hereinafter  prescribed,  or  to  the  like  effect." 

^  27.  No  share  shall  be  transferred  until  all  calls  upon  such  shar& 
be  fully  paid  up.  The  company  may  decline  to  register  any 
transfer  of  shares  made  by  a  member  who  is  indebted  to  them,  or 
if  the  directors  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  transferee  is  an  irre- 
sponsible person,  but  such  last-mentioned  ground  of  objection  shal) 
not  apply  after  the  full  amoimt  of  the  shares  transferred  shall  hare 
been  paid  up."  i 

**  42.  With  the  sanction  of  a  special  resolution  of  the  company 
previously  given  in  general  meeting,  the  directors  may  increase 
its  capital  by  the  issue  of  new  shares,  such  aggregate  increase  to  be 
of  such  amount  and  to  be  divided  into  shares  of  such  respective 
amounts  as  the  company  in  general  meeting  shall  direct^  or  if 
no  direction  be  given,  as  the  directors  think  expedient,  whether 
the  whole  of  the  shares  shall  have  been  fully  paid  up,  and 
whether  the  whole  of  the  shares  then  for  the  time  being  issuable 
shall  have  been  issued  or  not." 

**  43.  With  the  sanction  of  a  special  resolution,  the  directors 
may  attach  to  such  or  any  of  such  new  shares  any  preference  or 
guaranteed  dividend  or  profits,  or  any  preference  or  priority  as 
regarded  the  capital  or  the  dividends  or  profits,  or  both,  over  the 
shares  in  the  then  existing  capital,  or  such  other  special  rights- 
privileges,  priorities,  or  advantages  as  they  think  fit." 

*'  Meetings. 
'^46.  The  first  general  meeting  shall  be  held  at  such  time, 
not  being  more  than  twelve  months  after  the  registration  of  the 
company,  and  at  such  places  as  the  directors  may  determine. 

'^  47.  Subsequent  general  meetings  shall  be  held  at  such  time  and 
place  (provided  the  same  be  held  once  at  least  every  year)  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  company  in  general  meeting,  and  if  no  other 
time  or  place  be  prescribed,  a  general  meeting  shall  be  held  yearly^ 
in  the  month  of  August  in  every  year,  or  on  such  day  and  at  sudi* 
hour  and  place  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  determined  by  the 
directors.'* 

"  49.  The  directors  may  whenever  they  think  fit,  and  they  shall 
upon  a  requisition  made  in  writing  and  signed  by  not  less  than 
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one-fifth  in  number  of  the  members  in  the  compan j,  or  by  any     Y.-C.  B. 
number  of  members  holding  in  the  aggregate  not  less  than  one-fifth        1875 
of  the  nominal  capital  of  the  company,  convene  an  extraordinary     caksok 
general  meeting.  '     ^^-^ 

**  50.  Any  requisition  so  made  by  the  members  shall  express  the       

object  of  the  meeting  proposed  to  be  called,  and  shall  be  left  at 
the  office  of  the  company. 

**  51.  Upon  the  receipt  of  such  requisition,  the  directors  shall 
forthwith  proceed  to  convene  an  extraordinary  general  meeting ; 
and  if  they  neglect  to  do  so  for  twenty-one  days  from  the  time  of 
requisition  being  so  left,  the  requisitionists,  or  any  other  members 
amounting  to  the  required  number  or  value,  may  themselves 
convene  the  meeting  and  give  the  necessary  notices  for  the  pur- 
pose." 

62-53.  Seven  days*  notice  at  leasts  specifying  the  place,  day, 
and  hour  of  meeting,  and  (in  case  of  special  bosiness)  the  general 
matters  of  such  business,  to  be  sent  to  every  member  and  signed 
by  the  secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  a  meetiDg  convened  by 
members. 
"With  respect  to  the  votes  of  members,  it  was  provided : — 
"  65.  Every  member  who  shall  have  been  duly  registered  for 
one  month  previous  to  meeting  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such 
meeting,  and  shall  have  for  every  share  held  by  him  up  to  twenty, 
one  vote ;  for  every  additional  five  shares  held  by  him  beyond  the 
first  twenty  up  to  100,  one  further  vote ;  and  for  every  additional 
ten  shares  held  by  him  beyond  the  first  100,  one  further  rote. 

^'  66.  The  chairman  of  every  meeting  shall  have  a  casting  vote  in 
addition  to  the  vote  to  which  he  shall  be  entitled  as  a  member. " 

''  69.  No  member  shall  be  entitled  to  attend  or  vote  at  any 
meeting  while  any  calls  or  interest  due  from  him,  alone  or  jointly 
with  any  person  or  persons,  are  or  is  in  arrear. 

"  70.  Votes  may  be  given  either  personally  or  by  proxy,  but  every 
proxy  shall  be  appointed  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  ap- 
pointor, if  a  corporation  under  their  common  seal. 

*'  71.  No  person  shall  be  appointed  a  proxy  who  is  not  a  member 
and  entitled  to  vote.  The  instrument  appointing  a  proxy  shall  be 
deposited  at  the  office  at  least  forty-eight  hours  before  the  time 
fixed  for  holding  the  meeting  at  which  he  proposes  to  vote,  and 
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y.-O.  B.     no  instrument  appointing  a  proxy  shall  be  valid  after  the  expira- 
1875        tion  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  date  of  its  execution." 


Gannon 

V.  Mr.  Kay,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  F.  Thompson,  in  support  of  the  motion : — 

X  BAiSKi 

Although  the  Court  will  not  in  general  interfere  in  the  internal 

management  of  the  afiairs  of  a  company,  directors  will  be  re- 
strained from  an  inequitable  use  of  their  legal  powers  &r  the 
purpose  of  controlling  the  free  legitimate  action  of  the  share- 
holders :  Fraser  y.  WhaSey  (1). 

This  is  no  mere  question  of  internal  management.  It  is  not 
denied  by  the  Defendants  that  they  have  appointed  the  annual 
meeting  for  the  3rd  of  August,  a  period  much  earlier  than  usual, 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  legitimately  created  yotes  of  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  nominees,  which  represent  the  majority  of 
shares  and  the  largest  number  of  votes,  but  do  not  become  avail- 
able until  the  13th  of  August  for  voting  purposes.  The  Plaintiffs, 
therefore,  are  entitled  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  the  exercise 
of  their  powers  in  such  a  way  as  to  deprive  the  Plaintiffs  of  their 
voice  in  the  affairs  of  the  company. 

Mr.  Sastings,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E,  Cviler,  for  the  Defendants,  the 
chairman  and  directors  other  than  William  and  Henry  Elworlhy : — 

The  Court  will  not  interfere  between  members  of  a  company 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  duties  arising  out  of  matters  properly 
the  subject  of  internal  regulation :  LincUey  on  Partnership  (2).  It 
will  not  compel  sharoholders,  to  whom  the  right  of  remoying  these 
directors  has  been  given  by  the  deed,  to  justify  the  grounds  on  which 
their  discretion  has  been  exercised :  Inderwick  v.  Sndl  (3) ;  and 
in  the  case  of  directors  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  take  the  manage- 
ment of  the  company  out  of  their  hands  by  compelling  them  to 
summon,  or  restraining  them  from  holding,  a  general  meeting  for 
any  purpose  connected  with  the  management  of  the  company: 
MacDougdU  v.  Gardiner  (4),  unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  such 
powers  or  discretion  are  being  fraudulently  exercised. 

By  the  articles  it  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  directors  to  fix 

the  day,  hour,  and  place  of  the  annual  general  meeting  which  is 

• 

(1)  2  H.  &  M.  10.  (3)  2  Mac.  &  G.  216. 

(2)  Page  935.  (4)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  606. 
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to  be  held  in  the  month  of  August.    Ample  notice  of  the  meeting     y.-G.  B. 
summoned  for  the  3rd  of  August  has  been  given^and  any  intention       1875 
to  exercise  their  powers  otherwise  than  for  the  general  benefit  of     OANxocf 
the  company,  in  strict  conformity  with  the  law  and  the  provisions      tjJ^ 

of  the  articles,  is  distinctly  denied  by  the  Defendants.    The  3rd  of       

August  has  been  fixed  as  the  period  best  suited  to  the  wishes  and 
convenience  of  the  majority  (who  have  objected  to  the  lateness  in 
the  month  at  which  the  meeting  has  heretofore  been  held),  and  as 
the  accounts  and  balance-sheet  are  ready  and  completed,  and  were 
in  the  hands  of  the  shareholders  on  the  24th  of  July,  there  is  no 
valid  reason  for  postponing  the  meeting. 

Sib  James  Baook,  V.C: — 

With  regard  to  the  defence  of  this  case,  no  doubt  there  is  a 
certain  ingenuity  about  it ;  but  in  the  argument  and  affidavit  the 
entire  point  is  altogether  missed  and  left  in  utter  silence.  The 
law  enables  holders  of  shares  to  subdivide  those  shares  in  such 
way  as  they  think  fit  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  votes  at  a 
meeting.  The  Plaintiflfs  would  willingly  exercise  that  power ;  that 
they  possess  it,  is  not  disputed.  The  Defendants  resort  to  a  con- 
trivance for  the  purpose  of  preventing  their  exercising  that  lawful 
power.  That  is  the  complaint  in  the  bill,  and  there  is  not  one 
word  in  the  affidavits  that  at  all  touches  that  point,  nor  has  there 
been  one  word  addressed  to  it  in  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants.  What  has  been  urged  is  the  predominant  power  of 
the  directors  to  act  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  and  that  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  with  the  internal  arrangements  of  a  com- 
pany. The  case  of  Inderwich  v.  Snell  (1),  and  other  cases,  may 
be  referred  to  to  establish  that  which  nobody  ever  thought  of  dis- 
puting, and  which  is  not  the  question  in  this  cause.  The  question 
is,  whether  the  directors,  who  do  not  in  their  affidavit  disavow 
their  intention  of  holding  this  meeting  in  order  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiffs  firom  exercising  their  legal  right,  can  be  permitted  to  do 
80  ?  That  is  the  single  question.  They  have  appointed  a  day  for 
the  meeting,  which  under  Art.  47  they  are  entitled  to  do,  but  they 
have  done  it  at  such  a  time  and  in  such  a  manner  as  makes  it 

(1)  2  Mac.  &  a.  216. 


V, 

Trask. 
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V.-O.  B.     impossible  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  have  their  votes  recorded.     The 
1875       directors  do  not  deny  that  in  the  slightest  degree.      They  say, 

Cahkox  ^  making  their  excuse,  that  they  have  been  in  the  habit  of 
calling  this  meeting  as  soon  as  the  accounts  of  the  company 
were  prepared  and  ready  to  be  submitted  to  the  meeting.  No 
doubt  it  is  for  the  direct  advantage  of  the  shareholders  to  know 
by  the  exhibition  of  the  report  and  the  balance-sheet  in  what  cir- 
cumstances the  company  stand,  so  that  they  may  best  exercise  their 
right  of  voting.  The  affidavit  then  states  that  the  annual  general 
meeting  has  never  hitherto  been  summoned  before  the  accounts 
and  balance-sheet  and  the  reports  of  the  directors  have  been  sent 
to  the  shareholders.  In  every  case  in  which  the  annual  meeting 
has  been  summoned  the  annual  reports,  accounts,  and  balance* 
sheet  have  been  sent  to  the  shareholders,  together  with  the  notice 
summoning  such  meeting.  In  the  present  instance  the  notice 
was  sent  on  Monday,  the  19th  of  July,  and  the  report  and  balance- 
sheet  were  not  sent  until  the  24th  of  July.  This  I  take  to  be 
unopposed,  because,  altliough  I  entirely  concur  in  all  that  has 
been  argued,  and  which  is  indisputable,  as  to  the  powers  of  the 
directors,  the  articles  of  association,  and  the  general  law  of  the 
subject,  not  one  word  has  been  said  upon  the  only  point  on  which 
the  Plaintiffs  rely,  and  which,  as  it  is  uncontradicted,  entitlee  the 
Plaintiffs  to  the  relief  asked  for  by  their  motion. 

Then  it  was  said  that  the  bill  was  demurrable.  Why  was  it 
not  demurred  to  ?  It  would  be  a  very  fair  question  to  try  on 
demurrer ;  but  if  they  admitted  by  demurrer  the  facts  which  the 
Plaintiffs  allege  in  their  bill,  it  is  not  for  me  to  say  what  would 
have  been  the  fate  of  the  demurrer,  although  I  can  easily  foresee 
it.  I  think  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  injunction  they  ask 
for  to  prevent  the  meeting  being  held  until  after  the  14th  of 
August.  There  is  no  interference  by  this  order  which  I  make 
with  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  directors. 

An  appeal  from  this  order  was,  on  the  31st  of  July,  1875, 
withdrawn  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  all  parties  by  the  company. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Simpson  &  Cvllingford ;  Messrs.  VaUanee  (t 
VaUance,  agents  for  Messrs.  Murly  <&  Sons,  Bristol. 
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In  re  0N8L0 WS  TRUSTS.  v.^.  H. 

1  <fe  2  Vict.  c.  110,  89. 14,  IS^Charging  Order— In/anUl'  Edief  Act,  1874  ^fjl 

(37  A  38  Vict,  c  62)— FoiVI  Dtbt.  June  4. 

A  charging  order  under  the  Act  1  Sc  2  Vict  c.  110,  as.  14,  15,  has  no 
greater  effect  than  an  instrument  of  charge  executed  hy  the  judgment  dehtor 
woald  have  had. 

Accordingly,  where  2).,  after  the  passing  of  the  In/ants*  Belie/  Act,  1874, 
obtained  judgment  by  default  against  0.  for  a  debt  which  was  in  fact  for 
money  lent  by  him  to  0.  duriug  O.'s  infancy,  and  D.  subsequently  obtained 
a  charging  order  upon  a  fund  in  Court  belonging  to  0. : — 

Beld,  that  inasmuch  as  the  debt  on  which  the  judgment  and  charging  order 
were  founded  was  Toid,  the  chargiug  order  was  inoperative. 

Petition  under  tUe  Trustee  Belief  Act. 

Under  the  trusts  of  a  marriage  settlement  dated  the  10th  of 
VLblj,  1843,  Auffiisttis  Favl  Lumsden  Ondoto,  as  one  of  the  children 
of  the  marriage,  became,  upon  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
entitled  in  possession  to  two  sums  of  £679  49.  Beduoed  Bank 
Annuities,  and  £676  .17s.  8d^  consols.  On  the  25th  of  August, 
1874,  Oneloio  attained  the  age  of  twentj-one  years,  and  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement,  having  received  notice  of  certain  charges 
affecting  his  share  in  the  settlement  funds,  ihe  validity  of  some  of 
which  was  disputed  by  him,'paid  the  above-mentioned  sums  into 
Courts  under  the  Trustee  Belief  Ad,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1874. 
A  Petition  for  the  payment  out  of  Court  of  the  fund  was  now 
presented  by  Onslow,  by  three  of  his  incumbrancers  whose  charges 
were  undisputed,  and  by  a  person  to  whom  he  bad  assigned  the 
fund  subject  to  the  existing  incumbrances  upon  it.  This  Petition 
was  served  upon  Samuel  Osmond,  a  fourth  incumbrancer,  who  was 
entitled  to  a  charge  upon  the  fond  under  an  undisputed  memo- 
randum of  charge  executed  in  his  favour  by  Onslow  on  the  11th  of 
December,  1874  (prior  to  the  assignment  of  the  fiind),  upon  one 
T.  K  Dunn,  who  claimed  to  have  a  charge  on  the  fand,  and  upon 
the  trustees.  The  only  questions  calling  for  a  report  were  whether 
Dunn's  charge  was  a  valid  one,  and  if  so,  whether  it  had  priority 
over  Osmond^s* 
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V.-O.  H.         The  circumstances  relating  to  BunrCs  charge  were  as  follows : — 
1875  During  Onslow's  minority  Dunn  had  lent  him  money,  and  after 

jn-rfl       Onslow  had  attained  twenty-one,  Dunn^  on  the  22nd  of  October, 

^^^fi     1874,  obtained  judgment  by  default  against  Onslow  for  £103 18s.  4i. 

On  the  18th  of  November,  1874,  Dtmn,  under  the  14th  and  15th 

sections  of  the  Judgments  Act  (1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110),  obtained  ex 
parte  an  order  charging  the  fund  in  his  favour,  which  order,  under 
the  15th  section,  operated  as  an  order  to  shew  cause  only,  and 
such  order  nisi  was  made  absolute  on  the  18th  of  December 
following;  so  that  OsmoncCs  charge  was  dated  between  the  date 
of  the  order  nisi  and  that  of  the  order  absolute.  The  debt  in 
respect  of  which  this  judgment  and  charging  order  were  obtained 
was  for  the  money  lent  to  Onslow  during  his  infancy,  as  above 
mentioned.  On  the  7th  of  January,  1875,  Dunn,  upon  summons 
in  Chambers  served  on  Onslow,  obtained  the  usual  stop  order  upon 
Onslow's  share  of  the  funds  in  Court  in  aid  of  his  charging  order 
at  common  law. 

The  present  Petition  prayed  for  payment  to  the  three  petition- 
ing incumbrancers,  and  to  the  Bespondent  Osmond,  of  the  amounts 
due  on  their  respective  incumbrances,  and  for  payment  of  the 
balance  of  the  fund  to  Onslow's  assignee. 

• 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  EveriU,  for  the  Petitioners : — 

Dunn's  claim  caiinot  be  sustained,  for  we  are  at  liberty  to  go 
behind  the  judgment  he  obtained  and  to  shew  that  it  was  of  no 
effect.  By  the  Infants'  Bdief  Act,  1874  (37  &  38  Viot.  c.  62), 
s.  1,  all  contracts  thenceforth  entered  into  by  infants  for  the  re- 
payment of  money  lent,  or  for  goods  supplied  (other  than 
contracts  for  necessaries),  are  absolutely  void,  and  by  sect.  2  of  the 
same  Act  no  action  is  to  be  brought  upon  any  promise  made 
after  full  age  to  pay  any  debt  contracted  during  infancy,  or  upcm 
any  ratification  after  full  age  of  any  promise  or  contract  made 
during  infancy.  This  Act  was  passed  on  the  7th  of  August,  1874, 
shortly  before  the  Petitioner  Onslow  came  of  age,  which  happened 
on  the  25th  of  the  same  month.  The  debt  upon  which  Dunn's 
judgment  was  founded  was  a  debt  contracted  by  Onslow  during 
infemcy  for  money  lent^  and  not  for  necessaries ;  any  contract, 
therefore,  by  Onslow  to  repay  this  debt  was  void,  and  could  not  be 
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ratified  by  him  after  he  attained  full  age.    Accordingly,  the  judg-     y.-C.  H. 
ment  being  founded  on  thb  void  contract,  there  "was  no  valid        1875 
consideration  for  it,  and  it  was  a  nullity.  i^^ 

This  has,  in  &ct,  been  abeady  decided  by  the  Lords  Justices  in     ^x^m 

Ex  parte  Kibble  (1),  where  their  Lordships  held  that  the  Court  of       

Bankruptcy  would  look  into  the  consideration  for  a  judgment,  and  ' 
they  dismissed  a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against 
the  present  Petitioner  Onslow  because  the  judgment  on  which  it 
was  founded  was  for  a  void  debt.  The  word  "action"  in  the 
2nd  section  of  the  Infants^  Protection  Act  must  be  held  to  include 
a  "  suit " :  lAnford  v.  Chtdgeon  (2).  The  judgment,  therefore,  being 
a  nullity,  the  charging  order  founded  upon  it  was  of  no  effect 
whatever. 

Mr.  Badnall,  for  the  Bespondent  Osmond : — 

Osmond  is  an  equitable  mortgagee,  and  although  his  charge  is 
subsequent  in  point  of  date  to  Dunn's  judgment,  it  was  obtained 
before  Btmn's  charging  order  was  made  absolute,  and  Osmond  is 
entitled  to  priority  over  jDunn,  even  if  Dv/nn's  claim  is  allowed : 
Scott  V.  Lord  Hastings  (3). 

Mr.  Caldeeotty  for  Ihmn : — 

Dunn  has  an  absolute  title  under  sect.  14  of  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110. 
A  judgment  debtor  cannot  go  behind  the  judgment  obtained 
against  him  without  taking  substantial  proceedings  to  set  it  aside. 
Ex  parte  KibUe  (4)  is  no  authority  against  this  proposition ;  for 
that  case  was  decided  on  the  rule  in  bankruptcy,  as  laid  down 
in  Ex  parte  Bryant  (5),  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  can  go  be- 
hind the  judgment,  and  examine  the  consideration  on  which  it 
was  foimded.  But  that  rule  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  this, 
and  the  judgment  debtor  must  make  out  some  special  ground  in 
order  to  entitle  him  to  relief  in  equity :  Harrison  v.  NettUship  (5). 
But  even  if  the  Court  can  go  behind  the  judgment,  the  considera- 
tion on  which  it  was  founded  in  this  case  was  good,  for  the  Infants' 
Belief  Act  only  applies  to  money  lent  or  contracts  made  after  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  373.  (3)  4  K.  A  J.  633. 

(2)  Ibid,  6  Ch.  359.  (4)  1  V.  &  B.  211. 

(5)  2  My.  &  K.  423. 
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V.-C.  H.     passing  of  the  Act,  and  here  the  monej  was  lent  before  the 

1875        passing  of  the  Act    Moreover,  the  word  '^action"  in  the  2nd 

jn  f.«       section  does  not  include  a  suit  in  equity,  and  the  operation  of  the 

^Timn^    section  is  confined  to  promises  or  contracts  cognisable  in  a  CJourt 

—        of  Law  only.     Again,  the  order  nisi  charging  the  fund  was 

obtained  before  the  date  of  OsmoncCs  equitable  charge,  and  when 

the  order  was  made  absolute,  the  charge  related  back  to  the  date 

of  the  order  nisi:  Holy  y  Barry  (I).    Dunnes  charge,  therefore^  if 

good,  has  priority  to  that  of  Osmond. 

Mr.  Uhertf  for  the  trustees. 

Sib  Chakles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

The  yiew  that  I  take  of  this  case  is,  that  the  charging  order 
under  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  cannot  have  any  greater  opera- 
tion than  an  instrument  of  charge  signed  by  the  debtor  agaiust 
whom  the  judgment  was  obtained. 

In  this  case  Dunn  appears  to  have  been  in  the  position  of  a 
creditor  who  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  his  debtor,  Ondow^ 
but  was  without  any  specific  charge  on  this  particular  fund.    He 
obtained  a  charging  order  under  the   14th  and  15th  sections 
of  the  Act,  and  under  that  Act,  and  by  force  of  the  charging 
order,  he  is  to  be  treated  as  in  the  same  position  as  if  a  charge 
upon  this  particular  fund  had  been  made  in  his  favour  and  signed 
by  the  debtor.    The  Act  first,  in  sect.  15,  gives  to  the  judgment 
creditor  the  means  of  obtaining  a  charge  upon  his  debtor's  stock, 
and  then  goes  on  to  say  that  the  person  who  obtained  such  charge 
is  to  be  entitled  "  to  all  such  remedies  as  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  if  such  charge  had  been  made  in  his  &vour  by  the 
judgment  debtor."    It  has  been  said  that  these  words  do  not  limit 
the  title  under  the  charging  order,  but  I  think  that  when  we  find 
a  provision  giving  a  charging  order  followed  by  a  provision  giving 
the  party  in  whose  favour  the  charge  is  made  the  same  remedies 
as  if  the  charge  had  been  made  by  the  judgment  debtor  himself — 
that  is,  the  same  remedies  as  would  have  existed  under  an  instru- 
ment of  charge  signed  by  the  debtor — it  was  intended  that  the 
judgment  creditor  shall,  after  the  charging  order,  only  be  in  as 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Cb.  452. 
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favourable  a  position  as  if  such  instrument  of  charge  had  been  V.-O.  H. 
executed  to  him  by  the  debtor.  Suppose,  then,  that  an  instrument  1875 
had  been  executed  by  Onslow,  giving  a  charge  on  these  funds  to  jyj^g 
Dunn,  and  Dunn  had  presented  a  petition  to  this  Court  for  the  ^8w>W8 
payment  out  of  the  money  assigned  to  him ;  then  the  question  — — 
would  be,  is  it  competent  on  Onslow  to  say, "  True  it  is  that  I 
executed  this  charge,  or  gave  you  this  assignment,  but  there  was 
no  consideration  for  it ;  and  now  that  you  are  coming  to  the  Court 
for  payment  out  to  you  of  the  fund,  it  is  competent  for  me  to  shew 
that  you  are  not  such  a  creditor  as,  having  regard  to  the  Infants* 
Belief  Act,  the  Court  will  recognise  or  allow.  My  position  is  that 
if  I  had  executed  tliat  instrument  it  would  have  been  inoperative, 
because  the  Act  says  that  every  attempt  to  set  up  such  a  debt 
as  that  under  which  you  make  your  claim  shall  be  inoperative. 
The  bringing  of  actions  upon  promise  or  ratification  after  full  age 
to  pay  a  debt  contracted  during  infancy,  is  the  evil  intended  to  be 
guarded  against  by  the  Act,  and  this  evil  the  Act  put  me  in  a 
position  to  prevent.  You  cannot,  then,  present  this  Petition,  and 
the  Court  will  pay  no  attention  to  the  ratification.  You  have, 
therefore,  no  charge  at  all  except  under  the  charging  order ;  the 
charging  order  is  to  have  no  other  efiect  than  this  instrument 
iBTOuld  have  had,  and  that  is  none  at  all."  That  seems  to  me  to  be 
the  proper  interpretation  to  put  upon  the  Act,  and  the  only  mode 
of  working  out  the  matter ;  and  therefore  I  hold  that  Mr.  Dunn  has 
BO  claim  at  all,  and  that  the  fund  must  be  distributed  according  to. 
the  prayer  of  the  Petition. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  E.  Parry  ;  Mr.  J.  Terry  ;  Messrs.  Hubbard,  Slwi^ 
cfe  Eve ;  Messrs.  Bume  &  Parier. 
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v.-C.  H.  TAYLOR  V.  GILLOTT. 

1875  [1874    T.    9.] 

June  21,  22        Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71),  «*  2Z—Lea$ehold»'-Di$cUUiMr 

hy  Trustee — Bights  of  Third  Parties —  Underlessee, 

The  lessee  of  a  house  agreed  to  underlet  a  portion  of  it  at  less  rent  than 
he  paid  and  taking  a  premium,  and  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  differed 
in  material  respects  from  those  of  the  lease.  The  underlessee  paid  the 
premium  and  took  possession  under  the  agreement.  The  lessee  afterwvds 
became  bankrupt;  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy  disclaimed  the  leaae;  and  the 
lessor  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  underlessee. 

Upon  bill  filed  hj  the  underlessee  to  restrain  the  action  of  ejectment  and 
compel  the  lessor  to  grant  him  a  lease  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  his 
agreement  with  the  lessee : — 

ffddf  that  the  underlessee  had  no  eqnity  to  compel  the  lessor  to  grant  him 
a  lease  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  underlease,  and  biU  dismissed 
with  costs. 

15  Y  an  indenture  of  lease  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1868,  the  De- 
fendant, William  Henry  CUUoH,  and  Charles  Bird  Kelham  since 
'deceased,  as  the  executors  of  George  CHUM,  deceased,  demised  the 
rmessuage  and  premises  No.  36,  Strand,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^ 
to  John  Paaky  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  a  term 
of  twenty-one  years  from  the  25th  of  March,  1868,  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  £400.  The  lease  contained  covenants  by  the  lessee  to  pay  the 
rent  and  taxes,  to  repair,  and  keep  and  deliver  up  in  '^  good  and 
substantial  repair,"  to  paint  inside  once  in  three  years,  and  outside 
once  in  seven  years,  not  to  carry  on  certain  trades,  and  not  to 
assign  or  underlet  without  license ;  and  by  the  lessors  to  keep 
the  premises  insured,  and  apply  the  insurance  moneys  in  rebuild- 
dng,  the  lessee  repaying  the  premiums;  wdth  a  proviso  for  re- 
-entry by  the  lessors  on  non-payment  of  rent  or  breach  of  covenant 
by  the  lessee. 

Posh  took  possession  under  this  lease,  and  by  an  agreement  in 
writing  dated  the  18th  of  October,  1871,  he  agreed  to  grant  to  the 
Plaintiff,  E.  A.  W.  Taylor,  and  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  take,  a 
lease  of  the  ground  floor  and  basement  of  the  premises  No.  36, 
Strand,  for  the  term  of  eighteen  years  fron>  the  25th  of  December, 
1871,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £200,  and  subject  to  the  stipulations 
on  the  Plaintiff's  part  therein  contained.    The  provisioos  of  the 
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agreement  differed  from  the  lessee's  coyenants  contained  in  PobVs     V.-O.  H. 
lease,  in  that  the  tenant  under  the  agreement  was  bound  to  keep        1875 
and  maintain  the  premises  ^  in  good  and  tenantable  repair,  damage      Tatloh 
by  fire  only  excepted ;"  that  the  agreement  contained  no  stipulation     qtllott 

as  to  painting,  and  no  absolute  prohibition  against  assigning  or       

nnderlettiog  without  license,  but  only  a  stipulation  that  the  tenant 
should  not  assign  or  underlet  "to  a  tailor/'  And  there  was  also  a 
difference  as  to  prohibited  trades,  which,  with  the  other  distinc- 
tions between  the  two  instruments,  is  pointed  out  in  the  judgment 
of  the  yice-Chancellof .  The  period  of  eighteen  years  fixed  as 
the  duration  of  the  term  was,  as  it  appeared,  fixed  by  mistake, 
and  it  was  unquestioned  that  the  real  arrangement  was  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  take  an  underlease  for  Fades  term  less  a  reversion 
of  a  few  days.  The  Plaintiff  paid  to  Pask  for  this  agreement  a 
premium  of  £100,  and  took  possession  on  the  19th  of  October, 
1871.  He  subsequently,  on  the  31st  of  October,  1871,  entered 
into  ain  agreement  in  writing  to  imderlet  the  same  premises  to  a 
firm  of  B.  Henibretf  dt  Co.  (of  which  his  son,  A.  E.  Taylor,  was 
a  member)  for  his  term  under  the  agreement  with  Pask,  leas  two 
days,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £250,  and  subject  to  agreements  similar 
to  those  contained  in  that  agreement.  Under  this  second  agree- 
ment, B.  Hembrey  dt  Oo.  took  possession,  and  they  were  in  pos- 
session at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

In  the  month  of  March,  1872,  Posh,  having  committed  breaches 
of  the  covenants  in  his  lease  by  omitting  to  pay  rent  and  other- 
wise, was  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  the  petition  of  the  Defendant 
and  Kelham,  and  on  the  8th  of  April  the  Defendant  and  KeOiam 
served  upon  Push's  trustee  in  bankruptcy  a  notice  in  writing  pur- 
suant to  sect.  24  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  requiring  him  to 
decide  whether  he  would  disclaim  PasVs  lease.  The  trustee  in 
bankruptcy  then,  with  the  leave  of  the  Court,  on  the  24th  of 
May,  by  writing  under  his  hand  pursuant  to  the  23rd  section  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (1),  disclaimed  all  the  estate  and  interest 
in  him  in  the  term  of  years  created  by  the  lease. 

(1)  The  23rd  section  is  shortly  as  Act  consists  of  land  of  any  tenure  bur- 
follows  :-—  dened  with  onerous  covenants  ....  the 

«*  Where  any  property  of  the  bank-      trustee may,  by  uniting  under 

rupt  acquired  by  the  tmstee  under  this      his  hand,  disclaim  such  property,  and 

3  5  2  2    ' 
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V.-C.  H.         The  Plaintiff  contended  that  the  effect  of  the  disclaimer  was  ta 
1875       merge  the  term  granted  by  the  lease  to  Pask  in  the  immediate 

Taylor  reversion  of  the  Defendant  and  Kelham,  subject  nevertheless  to 
the  agreement  of  the  18th  of  October,  1871,  and  that  the  Defendant 
and  Kelham,  as  surrenderees  of  the  term  granted  to  Pask,  became 
bound  to  carry  out  and  observe  the  agreement  between  Paak  and 
him.  Thev,  however,  declined  to  treat  the  Plaintiff  as  their 
tenant,  and  after  some  fruitless  negotiations  with  him  as  to  grant- 
ing him  a  fresh  lease  upon  certain  terms,  during  the  course  of 
which  Kdham  died,  the  Defendant  brought  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  Plaintiff  and  his  sub-tenants,  B.  Hembrey  db  Co.  The 
Plaintiff  then  filed  the  present  bill,  offering  to  accept  and  execute 
a  counterpart  of  a  lease  to  be  granted  to  him  of  the  premises,  the 
subject  of  the  agreement  of  the  18th  of  October,  1871,  according 
to  the  terms  of  that  agreement,  and  containing  all  reasonable  and 
proper  covenants,  clauses,  and  conditions ;  and  he  prayed  that  the 
Defendant  might  be  ordered  to  execute  a  proper  lease  to  him  of 
those  premises  for  the  then  residue  of  the  term  at  the  rent  and  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  mentioned,  in  the  agreement,  and  that 
in  the  meantime  the  Defendant  might  be  restrained  from  proceed- 
ing with  his  action  of  ejectment 

No  written  consent  to  the  agreements  of  the  18th  or  Slst  of 
October,  1871,  was  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  from  the  Defendant 
and  Kdham,  the  original  lessors ;  and  part  of  the  case  made  by 
the  bill  and  sought  to  be  established  by  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  evi- 
dence and  by  cross-examination,  was,  that  the  Defendant  was  aware 
of  his  intention  to  enter  into  the  first  agreement;  that  before  he 
entered  into  either  of  the  agreements  the  Defendant  had  stated  to 
his  son  that  the  original  lease  contained  no  covenant  against 
underletting ;  moreover,  that  the  Defendant  and  Kelham  had  by 


upon  the  execution  of  such  disclaimer,  make  such  other  order  as  to  the  posses- 
the  property  disclaiined  shall,  ....  if  sion  thereof  as  may  be  just, 
the  same  is  a  lease,  be  deemed  to  have  "  Any  person  injured  by  the  operatioa 
been  surrendered  on  the  same  date,  of  this  section  shall  be  deemed  a  cre- 
Any  person  interested  in  the  disclaimed  ditor  of  the  bankrupt  to  the  extent  of 
property  may  apply  to  the  Court,  and  such  injury,  and  may  accc»tiingly  prove 
the  Court  may,  upon  such  application,  the  same  as  a  debt  under  the  bank- 
order  possession  of  the  disclaimed  pro-  ruptcy." 
perty  to  be  delivered  up  to  him,  or 
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the  acceptance  of  rent  from  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  their  conduct  to  v.-c.  H. 

and  dealings  with  him,  recognised  his  tenancy,  and  had  become  1S75 

bonnd  in  equity  to  perform  the  agreement  in  the  place  of  FasK  taylob 

All  this,  however,  was  denied  by  the  Defendant,  and,  as  the  Vice-  ^  v* 

GlIJX)TT. 

Chancellor  held,  was  not  established  by  the  Flaintiff*s  evidence.  

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bomer^  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

The  Plaintiff  has  a  binding  agreement  giving  him  in  equity  the 
position  of  tenant  of  a  portion  of  the  premises,  and  the  Defendant, 
the  landlord,  although  he  has  notice  of  the  equity,  is  availing  him- 
self of  his  legal  position  to  turn  the  Plaintiff  out.  First,  as  to  the 
operation  of  the  disclaimer.  The  23rd  section  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1869,  puts  the  landlord  in  the  position  in  which  he  would 
have  been  if  he  had  contracted  for  a  surrender  of  the  lease,  but  it 
jiever  could  have  been  intended  prejudicially  to  affect  the  equi- 
table interests  of  third  parties,  or  to  revest  the  demised  premises 
free  from  all  sub-lettings.  The  only  argument  against  this  is  the 
hardship  which  might  be  occasioned  to  the  landlord,  and  it  is  true 
that  it  might  be  a  great  hardship  upon  a  lessor  if  an  underlease 
granted  by  his  lessee  at  a  small  or  nominal  rent  should  remain 
after  the  lease  itself  had  been  disclaiiped ;  but  unless  there  was 
fraud  the  underlease  could  not  be  set  aside.  But  however  this 
might  be,  it  would  be  a  still  greater  hardship  upon  an  under- 
lessee,  who  had  paid,  it  might  be,  a  very  large  premium  for  his 
xinderlease,  to  «be  turned  out ;  while  for  the  landlord's  case  a 
remedy  is  provided  by  the  section ;  he  can  shew  that  he  is  a  person 
injured  by  the  operation  of  the  disclaimer,  and  can  go  in  and  prove 
under  the  lessee's  bankruptcy  for  the  amount  of  his  injury :  Ex 
^rte  Lynvi  Coal  and  Iron  Company  (1).  That  case  and  the 
case  of  Smyth  v.  North  (2)  shew  that  the  equities  of  third 
parties  are  not  affected  by  the  section.  In  the  latter  case  it  was 
held  that  a  disclaimer  under  sect.  23  by  the  trustee  of  the 
assignee  of  a  lease  does  not  affect  the  rights  and  liabilities,  inter  ae, 
of  the  lessor  and  lessee,  but  only  the  relations  between  the  bank- 
jupt  and  his  trustee  and  the  lessor. 

The  hardship  upon  the  landlord,  then,  is  one  consequent  upon 
the  legal  and  equitable  effect  of  the  transactions,  'and  one  for 

(1)  Law  Eep.  7  Ch.  28.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Ex.  242. 
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y.-O.  H.     which  the  Act  has  prorided  a  remedy ;  and  were  it  otherwise,  if 

1875       the  words  of  the  Act  were  clear,  effect  must  be  given  to  them  in 

Tatlob     spi^  o^  ^^7  hardships  that  might  ensue.    Moreoyer,  the  landlord 

might  have  determined  the  lease,  instead  of  which  he  himself  made 

Pask  a  bankrupt,  and  caused  the  disclaimer  to  be  made.    Thus 

the  hardship,  if  any,  flowed  from  his  own  act. 

If  a  purchaser  has  notice  of  a  tenancy,  he  has  notice  of  all  the 
terms  of  a  tenancy ;  and  here,  after  disclaimer,  the  Defendant  ac- 
cepted rent  for  a  tenancy  of  some  kind. 

They  then,  secondly,  contended  that  the  Defendant  and  his  co- 
trustee had  by  their  acts  and  conduct  adopted  the  Plaintiff's 
agreement  with  Pask, 

.  As  to  the  effect  upon  the  rights  of  third  parties  of  the  accept* 
ance  or  rejection  of  a  bankrupt's  leaseholds  by  his  assignee  under 
the  old  law,  they  referred  to  Ex  parte  Olunea  (1);  Ex  parte 
Varhy  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Fleteher  (3). 

Mr.  Karddkef  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Dumerffue,  for  the  Defendant : — 

What  might  have  been  the  operation  of  the  disclaimer  in  a  case 
where  the  underlease  was  of  the  same  property  and  upon  the 
same  terms  as  the  lease,  is  not  the  question  here.  The  alleged 
underlease  here  is  of  a  portion  of  the  property,  at  a  smaller  rent, 
for  a  premium,  and  with  stipulations  differing  in  important  re- 
spects from  those  in  the  lease.  In  such  a  case  it  cannot  be  con- 
tended that  when  the  lease,  which  is  the  prop  of  the  underlease,  is 
gone,  the  underlease,  which  is  the  thing  propped  up,  is  to  remain. 
Before  the  Plaintiff  can  ask  the  lessor  to  grant  him  an  underlease 
at  the  rent  of  £250,  and  upon  the  other  terms  of  the  agreement, 
he  must  be  able  to  put  the  lessor  in  the  position  of  having  a  sol- 
vent lessee  to  pay  PaeVa  rent  of  £400,  and  to  perform  his  other 
liabilities  in  PasVa  place,  and  this  he  cannot  do.  His  contention, 
in  fact,  amounts  to  this,  that  by  some  juggle  of  the  statute  the 
landlord  has  become  both  lessor  and  lessee,  and  must  pay  himself 
his  own  rent,  and  look  to  himself  to  perform  his  own  covenants. 
The  alleged  equity  of  the  Plaintiff  has  no  application,  and  if  it 
had,  and  a  contract  were  established,  the  Court  would  not  decree 

(1)  1  Madd.  76.  (2)  3  M.  D.  &  D.  34a 

(3)  X  D.  &  Ch,  356. 
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specific  performance  of  it  to  the  injury  of  the  cesiuis  que  trust  of     V.  C.  H. 
the  Defendant :  White  v.  Cuddon  (1) ;  Fry  on  Specific  Perform-        1875 
ance  (2) ;  nor  is  there  any  alternative  jurisdiction  to  award  dam-      taylob 
ages :  JDvreU  v.  PrUchard  (3).    The  Plaintiflf's  remedy,  if  any,  is 
at  law. 

They  then  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  had  entirely  failed  in 
shewing  that  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  Defendant  and  his  co- 
trustee amounted  to  a  recognition  of  Push's  agreement  with  him. 

Mr.  JDiekinson,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  Defendant  must 
be  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  voluntarily  taken  a  surrender 
from  PadCy  his  lessee,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  Plaintiff's  equity. 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.O. : — 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  case  seeks  to  have  a  lease  granted  to  him 
in  accordance  with  an  agreement  dated  the  18th  of  October,  1871, 
modified,  however,  so  as  to  be  an  underlease  for  a  term  less  than 
the  original  term  of  ^r.Pask,  who  held  under  a  lease  granted  to  him 
by  the  Defendant  and  his  deceased  joint  tenant  as  trustees.  [The 
Yice^Chancellor  then  stated  the  facts  of  the  case  down  to  the 
disclaimer  by  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  continued : — ]  The 
effect  of  that  disclaimer  in  that  state  of  things,  there  not  having 
been  a  lease  actually  granted  to  the  intended  underlessee,  has 
been  the  subject  of  discussion  in  the  course  of  the  arguments 
before  me,  and  it  raises  a  question  not  without  difiSculty ;  but,  Ux 
the  purpose  of  considering  the  effect  of  that  disclaimer  by  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy,  it  is  necessary,  I  think,  to  consider,  first  of 
ally  what  was  the  original  contract  by  the  original  lessors  in 
granting  the  lease ;  and  next,  how  far  the  contract  for  the  under- 
lease harmonizes  and  accords  with  the  original  contract  entered 
into  by  the  original  lessors.  I  think  the  contention  must  be  taken 
to  have  gone  as  far  as  this,  that  if  an  original  lessee  grants  an 
underlease  on  his  own  terms  of  a  portion  of  the  property  originally 
demised  at  a  nominal  rent  instead  of  a  substantial  one,  taking  a 
premium,  and  it  may  be  a  very  considerable  one, — in  such  a  state 
of  things  the  effect  of  this  disclaimer,  which  is  to  have  the  force 

(1)  8  CI.  &  F.  766.  (2)  Page  114. 

(3)  Lav  Rep.  1  Ch.  244. 


688  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  B. 

y.-C.  H.  of  a  snrrender,  is  to  leave  that  nndertenancy  subsisting  as  agamst 
1875  the  original  lessors,  who  mnst  content  themselves  with  receiving 
Tatlob  whatever  rent  the  original  lessee  may  have  thought  fit  to  reserve 
Gtllott  ^y  ^^^^  underlease,  and  only  take  the  benefit  of  such  covenants  as 
—  the  lessee  may  have  covenanted  with  his  underlessee  to  have  the 
benefit  of  as  between  himself  and  such  underiessee.  It  is  not 
necessary,  however,  to  go  so  fiar  in  the  present  case  as  to 
determine  that  question,  because  the  way  in  which  the  case  is 
presented  to  the  Court  by  the  Flaintifif  in  this  bill  is  this :  He 
says,  first,  there  was  the  original  lease;  next,  there  was  this 
agreement  for  the  underlease  of  the  18th  of  October,  1871 ;  and 
he  says  in  his  bill  that  that  was  an  agreement  for  an  underlease 
at  a  rent  of  £200,  "  subject  to  agreements  by  the  Plaintiff  relating 
to  the  premises  thereby  agreed  to  be  demised  similar  to  and  in 
accordance  with  the  covenants  by  the  said  John  Pask  contained  in 
the  said  lease  of  the  18th  of  March,  1868."  I  suppose  that  was 
the  view  entertained  at  the  time  this  bill  was  drawn,  before  the 
thing  had  been  very  carefully  examined.  The  further  unde^ 
lease  to  Eembrey  &  Co.  is  also  stated  to  be  of  a  similar  kind,  that 
is  to  say,  all  the  provisions  harmonize  one  with  the  other;  and 
if  the  case  had  been  one  of  an  underlease  of  the  whole  of  the 
property  comprised  in  the  original  lease,  and  if  the  covenants  had 
been  the  same  in  all  respects,  there  might  be  something,  and 
probably  much,  to  be  said  as  to  what  the  effect  of  the  surrender 
by  means  of  the  disclaimer  was  with  reference  to  the  underlease, 
although  the  original  lease  might  drop.  But  that  a  lessor  who 
has  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  at  a  certain  rent,  and  subject  to 
certain  stipulations,  is  to  find  himself  suddenly  in  this  position— 
that  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy  of  his  tenant,  who  has  granted  an 
underlease,  he  is  to  be  obliged  to  remain  until  the  end  of  the  term 
granted  by  the  underlease,  entitled  only  to  the  benefit  of  such 
covenants  as  his  lessee  may  have  obtained  from  the  underlessee, 
is  to  my  mind  a  very  startling  doctrine,  and  I  am  surprised  to 
hear  that  such  a  thing  should  be  asserted.  Now,  what  are  the 
provisions  of  the  agreement  of  the  18th  of  October,  1871,  com- 
paring them  with  the  stipulations  which  the  original  landlords 
bargained  for  when  they  agreed  to  part  with  the  property  for 
twenty-one  years  ?    In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
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stipulation  as  to  repair  is  substantially  different  in  the  agreement     V.-O.  H. 
for  the  underlease  from  what  it  is  in  the  Original  lease.    In  the       1875 
agreement  of  October  18th  the  intended  underlessee  is  bound  to      tatlob 
''keep  and  maintain  the  said  premises  in  good  and  tenantable     ^  ^* 
repair,  damage  by  fire  only  excepted."    I  will  stop  there  first.       — 
There  is  no  such  exception  as  to  fire  in  the  original  lease.    There 
are  some  clauses  as  to  the  property  being  first  insured  by  the  land- 
lord, and  for  his  then  being  repaid  by  the  tenant  the  amount  he 
may  have  paid  for  premiums,  but  there  is  no  such  exception  as 
there  is  in  the  underlease ;  and  even  if  it  might  be  considered  to 
come  to  the  same  thing,  it  is  observable  that  the  covenant  to 
repair — ^and  that  is  what  I  was  more  particularly  alluding  to — ^is, 
"  to  keep  in  good  and  tenantable  repair."    As  I  have  already  said, 
it  is  not,  as  in  the  original  lease, ''  to  keep  in  substantial  repair." 

Then  I  observe  that,  this  being  a  building  consisting  of  a  mes- 
suage and  shop,  there  is  in  the  agreement  for  the  underlease  no 
stipulation  whatever  for  painting,  while  there  are  in  the  original 
lease  careful  provisions  as  to  painting  at  three  and  seven  years'  in- 
terval. Again,  there  is  in  the  agreement  for  the  underlease  no 
absolute  prohibition  against  assigning  or  underletting.  I  am 
assuming  that  what  took  place  in  this  case  may  have  amounted, 
and  probably  did  amount  to  a  waiver  of  any  forfeiture  in  that 
respect,  because  underletting  for  one  year  would  be  just  as  objec- 
tionable to  the  original  clause  as  underletting  for  the  whole  term 
minus  one  year.  But,  assuming  a  waiver  in  that  respect  by  con- 
duct, I  think  a  waiver  by  conduct  is  not  the  same  thing  as  granting 
a  license  under  the  old  law.  Formerly  the  effect  of  granting  a 
license  was  held  not  to  be  totally  inconsistent  with  the  provision, 
but  we  have  got  no  such  provision  here.  The  clause  in  the  agree- 
ment of  the  18th  of  October  is,  that  the  tenant  *^  will  not  alter, 
assign,  or  underlet  the  said  premises  to  any  person  or  persons  who 
shall  carry  on  the  trade  of  a  tailor."  That  is  only  a  qualified  pro- 
hibition. No  license  at  all  is  required.  The  underlessee  may 
underlet  and  assign,  provided  he  does  so  to  some  person  who  does 
not  carry  on  the  particular  business  named. 

Then,  further,  as  regards  the  particular  trades  which  are  pro- 
hibited in  the  agreement  of  the  18th  of  October,  1871,  there  are 
only  two  particular  trades  enumerated,  and  then  follow  these  other 
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V.-0.  H.     wordsy  "  or  other  obnoxioas  trades."    I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  that 

1875       those  words  would  cover  every  one  of  the  trades  mentioned  in 

TAixofe     the  original  lease.    That  is  a  substantial  matter.    A  landlord  may 

Q  ^'         well  stipulate,  and  it  is  often  a  very  material  thing  for  him  to  do, 

'  that  particular  trades  shall  not  be  carried  on. 

Again,  there  is  no  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  repay  the  landlord 
any  snms  which  he  may  have  paid  for  insurance,  or  anything  equi- 
valent to  what  there  is  in  that  respect  in  the  original  lease. 

Then  there  is  no  covenant  to  repair  upon  notice,  which  there 
was  in  the  original  lease,  and  which  is  a  substantial  as  well  as 
usual  covenant ;  and  moreover — and  this  is  most  important — there 
is  no  power  to  enter  for  breach  of  covenant  anywhere  to  be  found 
in  the  agreement  of  the  18th  of  October,  1871. 

It  is  said  that  the  effect  of  what  has  taken  place  in  this  case 
is  that  the  landlords,  represented  by  the  Plaintiff,  are  bound  now 
to  grant  a  lease  according  to  this  agreement  of  the  IBih  of  October, 
1871,  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  Jntended  to  be  the  lessee  of  Mr. 
Pask,  but  who  is  now,  if  the  relief  asked  by  this  bill  is  granted, 
to  become  the  lessee  of  the  original  landlords.    I  do  not  find  any- 
thing in  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  give  such  an  operation  or  effect 
to  the  disclaimer  and  the  surrender.    What  would  have  been  the 
effect  if  the  lease  had  been  actually  granted,  treating  the  breach  of 
covenant,  so  far  as  regards  assigning,  as  being  waived,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  me  to  say.    I  do  not,  however,  mean  to  say  that  it 
would  have  had  any  different  effect  at  all ;  but  of  this  I  am  satisfied, 
that  it  never  was  or  could  be  intended  that  where  a  landlord  has 
by  his  original  lease  granted  property  only  for  a  certain  term,  re- 
serving to  himself  certain  stipulations  and  provisions  determining 
the  mode  in  which  his  property  is  to  be  made  use  of  in  respect  of 
particular  trades  and  otherwise,  and  reserving  to  himself  a  power 
of  re-entry  in  case  of  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease  generally, 
that  in  such  case  a  surrender,  h*ke  this,  not  merely  of  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  the  underlease,  but  of  the  property  so  granted 
by  the  lease,  should,  without  aiiy  act  of  the  landlord's  which  ought 
to  operate  to  his  prejudice,  have  the  effect  of  putting  him  into  a 
position  entirely  different  from  that  in  which  he  intended  to  be. 
Therefore  I  cannot  apply  the  clause  of  the  statute  in  question  so 
as  to  produce  that  effect,  and  I  do  not  consider  that  it  can  have 
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that  effect,  at  all  eyents  in  this  Conrt ;  and  when  this  Court  is     V.*0.  H. 
asked  to  make  the  suryiying  lessor  of  an  original  lease  grant  de       1875 
novo  a  new  lease  to  these  parties,  under  the  circumstances  of  this      Taylor 
case  I  must  say  that,  in  my  judgment,  it  would  be  so  inequitable     Qn.Ji)TT 

to  do  it,  that  I  shall  certainly,  on  that  ground  alone,  refuse  the        

Plaintiff  the  relief  which  he  asks. 

In  saying  that,  I  haye  been  dealing  with  the  general  question 
under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  but  I  must  now  proceed  to  say  some- 
thing of  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  endeayoured  to  make  out 
the  Plaintiff's  case.  It  is  said  that  the  Defendant  ought  to  grant 
this  lease,  because  he  has,  according  to  the  eyidence,  been  aware 
that  it  was  intended  to  grant  this  underlease,  and  that  he  has 
receiyed  rent  under  this  underlease,  and  has  acted  upon  the  footing 
of  there  being  in  existence  such  an  agreement ;  in  fact,  that  he  has 
adopted  that  agreement^  and  therefore  that  he  must  be  bound  by  it, 
and  specifically  perform  it.  The  eyidence,  however,  by  no  means 
comes  up  to  making  out  any  such  case  as  that;  taking  the  oral 
and  the  written  eyidence  together,  it,  to  my  mind,  falls  very  far 
short  of  it. 

Ajs  to  whether  there  was  or  was  not  a  statement  that  the  property 
oould  not  be  underlet  by  Pask,  the  balance  of  evidence  is,  in  my 
judgment,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  informed  that  Pask  could  not 
underlease. 

As  regards  the  payments  of  rent  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  those  payments  were  made,  upon  the  evidence  it  appears 
to  me  not  a  just  or  true  conclusion  that  rent  was  ever  received 
by  the  Defendant,  or  by  him  and  his  co-trustee,  as  rent  under 
the  alleged  agreement  of  the  18th  of  October,  and  it  is  not  in  that 
way  made  out  that  they  have  adopted  and  are  bound  by  that  agree- 
ment. 

Upon  the  case  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  I  consider  that  he  fails 
upon  the  law  as  regards  the  construction  and  effect  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  also  upon  the  facts  as  applicable  to  the  special 
case  of  a  contract,  by  acts  and  conduct. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  landlords  themselves  have  produced 
this  result,  by  petitioning  under  the  bankruptcy  to  make  Pask 
bankrupt.  But  I  cannot  hold  that  they  were  not  justified  in 
taking  the  proceedings  and  adopting  the  course  which  the  law 
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y.<C.  H.  allowed  them  to  take,  or  that  there  is  any  equity  arismg  oat  cf 

1875  their  so  doing. 
Tatlob         Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  PlaintifiTs  case  is  not 

V.  established,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and  with  costs. 

GiLLOTT.  '  ' 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  lAnklater  &  Co. ;  Mr.  Warriner. 


JunedO, 


v.-c.  II.  MILLS  V.  CAPEL. 

^^"^  [1875    M.  124.] 

Statute  of  LimUatums  (3  <fc  4  Will.  4,  c.  27),  «.  23— Tenant  in  Taa—Defedive 

Aisurance — Subsisting  Life  Estates — Possession, 

Lands  limited  in  equity  to  T.,  jP.,  and  F^s  wife  E.  successiyely  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  F,  and  E,  successively  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  F,  in  tail  general,  with  remainders  over,  were  in 
the  year  1835,  without  the  consent  of  2*.,  the  protector  of  the  settlement, 
by  deed  inrolled,  reciting,  contrary  to  the  fact,  the  seisin  in  fee  simple  of  J^., 
conveyed  by  jP.,  E,  joining  to  transfer  or  bar  her  dower,  to  a  purchaser  in 
fee  simple ;  and  the  purchaser  then  entered  into  possession.  T.  died  in 
1848,  F.  died  without  issue  in  1859,  and  E.  died  in  1873  :— 

Hdd^  that  until  1873  the  possession  of  the  purchaser  was  a  possession  by 
virtue  of  the  subsisting  life  estates,  and  not  of  the  estate  tail  in  remainder 
of  F.^  and,  consequently,  was  not  a  possession  the  continuance  of  which  for 
the  period  of  twenty  years  would,  under  the  23rd  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  bar  the  remainders  over. 

Demurrer. 

The  material  allegations  of  the  bill  were  shortly  as  follows: — 
By  an  indenture  dated  the  28th  of  May,  1802,  freehold  lands 
in  the  parish  of  ChipsUMe,  in  the  county  of  Somenet,  were  limited 
in  the  usual  manner  to  such  uses  as  Franeis  Mead  the  elder  and 
Thomasin  his  wife  should  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  to  the 
use  of  Francis  Mead  the  elder  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  Thonumn  Mead  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  such  child 
or  children  of  Franeis  Mead  the  elder  and  Thomasin  Mead  as  the 
survivor  of  them  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  aud  in  default  of 
such  appointment  to  the  use  of  Franeis  Mead  the  younger  in 
tail  general,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Edward  Mead  in  tail 
general,  with  remainders  over. 
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By  an  indenture  dated  the  25th  of  November,  1814,  and  made      V.-C.  ll. 
between  Francis  Mead  the  elder  and  Thomasin  his  wife  of  the        1875 
first  part,  Franok  Mead  the  younger  of  the  second  part,  EUzabeihy       mills 
afterwards  the  wife  of  Francis  Mead  the  younger,  of  the  third      q^^j^ 

part,  and  Oeorge  Peppin  of  the  fourth  part,  in  consideration  of  a       

marriage  then  intended  and  afterwards  solemnised  between  Francis 
Mead  the  younger  and  Elizaheth  Mead,  and  in  order  to  make  some 
provision  for  them  and  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  Francis  Mead 
the  elder  and  Thomasin  Mead,  in  exercise  of  their  power  appointed 
all  the  premises  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1802,  unto  Qeorge 
Peppin,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  after  the  solemni- 
sation of  the  marriage  to  the  use  of  Francis  Mead  the  elder  fi^r 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Thomasin  Mead  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  Francis  Mead  the  younger  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  Elizabeth  Mead  for  life  or  widowhood, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Francis 
Mead  the  younger  and  ElizcAeth  Mead  successively  in  tail  male ; 
and  in  default  of  such  male  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  Francis  Mead  the  younger  and  Elizabeth  Mead,  then  to 
the  same  uses,  upon  such  trusts,  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes, 
as  were  declared  concerning  the  same  in  the  indenture  of  1802, 
or  such  of  them  as  should  then  be  subsisting  and  capable  of 
taking  efiect. 

FraruAs  Mead  the  elder  died  in  the  year  1828. 

At  the  dates  of  the  indentures  of  May,  1802,  and  November, 
1814,  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  settled  lands  were  entitled 
to  certain  rights  of  common  over  waste  lands,  parcel  of  the  manor 
of  Ohipstdkie,  of  which  John  Stone  was  lord. 

In  the  year  1834  the  Ohipstahle  Indosure  Act  was  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  allotting  and  inclosing  the  waste  lands  of  the  manor, 
which  Act  provided  amongst  other  things  that  in  case  any  person 
entitled  to  an  allotment  should  sell  his  interest  in  the  waste  lands 
before  the  award  the  Commissioner  should  make  the  allotment  to 
the  purchaser. 

In  anticipation  of  the  award  making  an  allotment  in  respect  of 
the  settled  lands,  by  an  indenture  (made  without  the  consent  of 
Thomasin  Mead,  then  the  protector  of  the  settlement)  dated  the 
31st  of  January,  1835,  and  duly  acknowledged  and  inrolled,  after 


694  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  K. 

V.-O.IL     reciting  the  Chipsldble  Inehmre  Act,  and  (contrary  to  the  fact) 

1875       that  Francis  Mead  the  yoanger  was  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the 

llLjuA       settled  lands,  and  after  reciting  that  Francis  Mead  the  younger 

Capel       ^^^  agreed  with  John  Stone  for  the  sale  to  him  of  all  his  right  in 

— —       the  said  waste  lands,  and  that  Elizabelh  Mead  his  wife  had  agreed 

to  join  in  the  conveyance  for  the  pnrpose  of  barring  or  transferring 

her  dower,  Francis  Mead  and  EUzabeih  his  wife  conveyed  to  John 

Stone  in  fee  simple  all  the  right  and  interest  of  them  the  said 

Francis  Mead  the  yonnger  and  Elizabeth  his  wife  in  the  waste 

lands  in  the  parish  of  Chipslahle,  and  in  every  allotment  which 

might  be  made  in  respect  of  the  settled  lands. 

The  award  under  the  Indosure  Act  was  made  on  the  19th  of 
May,  1837,  and  the  Commissioner  awarded  and  allotted  to  John 
Stone,  as  the  purchaser  thereof,  the  waste  lands  awarded  in  respect 
of  the  settled  lands,  and  he  allotted  at  the  same  time  other  waste 
lands  to  JohnStone,  without  specifying  the  particular  portion  allotted 
in  respect  of  the  purchase  from  Francis  Mead  the  yonnger. 

John  Stone  immediately  entered  upon  the  waste  lands  so  allotted 
to  him,  and  either  he  or  the  Defendant,  who  afterwards  purchased 
tbem  from  him,  had  been  in  possession  of  them  ever  since. 

Thomasin  Mead  died  in  July,  1848,  without  having  made  any 
further  appointment  of  the  settled  lands,  and  without  having  done 
any  act  to  confirm  the  conveyance  of  the  81st  of  January,  1835. 

Francis  Mead  the  younger  died  in  May,  1859,  without  issue, 
and  without  having,  after  the  death  of  Thomasin  Mead,  done  any 
act  to  confirm  the  title  of  John  Stone  or  the  Defendant. 

Elizabeth  Mead,  the  surviving  tenant  for  life,  died  June,  1873. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  James  Mill,  who  derived  his  title 
under  a  proper  disentailing  assurance  executed  by  the  issue  in  tail 
of  Edward  Mead.  And  after  averments  to  the  foregoing  effect, 
the  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  commence  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the  settled  lands,  because 
George  Peppin,  in  whom  the  legal  estate  in  the  settled  lands  was 
vested,  had  died  many  years  ago  intestate,  and  the  Plaintiff  could 
not  ascertain  in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  now  vested ;  and,  more- 
over, because  the  boundaries  of  the  allotments  had  been  confused, 
and  he  was  unable  to  ascertain,  without  discovery  from  the  Defen* 
dant,  the  exact  proportion  which  the  settled  lands  bote  to  the 


V. 

Gafel. 
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other  tenements  in  respect  of  which  allotments  were  made  to  John  V.-0.  H. 
Stone,  The  Plaintiff  then  submitted  that  he  was  tenant  in  com-  1875 
mon  with  the  Defendant  in  the  lands  allotted  to  John  Stone  in  mills 
certain  undivided  shares,  to  be  ascertained  with  reference  to  the 
quantity  and  value  of  the  settled  lands  compared  with  the 
quantity  and  value  of  the  other  tenements  in  respect  of  whiqh  the 
allotment  to  John  Stone  was  made,  and  he  prayed  by  his  bill  that 
the  Defendant  might  make  discovery  where  the  allotted  lands 
were  situate,  what  were  the  boundaries  thereof,  and  what  portion 
(if  any)  of  the  allotment  was  made  in  respect  of  the  settled  lands, 
or  if  it  should  appear  that  no  specific  allotment  was  made  in 
respect  of  them,  that  the  Defendant  might  discover  the  acreage 
and  value  of  the  whole  of  the  tenements  in  respect  of  which  the 
allotment  was  made,  and  the  proportion  which  the  settled  estates 
bore  thereto,  and  in  that  case  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared 
to  be  tenant  in  common  of  the  allotted  lands  with  the  Defendant 
in  undivided  shares,  to  be  ascertained  with  reference  to  the  .pro- 
portion which  the  quantity  and  value  of  the  settled  estate  bore  to 
that  of  the  other  tenements  in  respect  of  which,  the  allotment 
was  made,  and  that  a  partition  might  be  made  accordingly ;  and 
also  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  since  the  death  of 
Elizabeth  Mead,  and  for  payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  bis  proportion 
thereof* 
To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred. 

Mr.  W.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Spencer  Vincent,  for  the  Defen- 
dant, in  support  of  the  demurrer  :— 

Possession  has  continued  under  the  assurance  of  1835  from  its 
date  until  now.  Thomasin  Mead,  the  protector  of  the  settlement, 
died  in  1848,  and  more  than  twenty  years  has  elapsed  since  that 
time,  which  was  the  time  at  which,  following  the  language  of  the 
23rd  section  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27), 
*^  such  assurance,  if  it  had  then  been  executed  "  by  Francis  Mead 
the  younger,  *'  would,  without  the  consent  of  any  other  person," 
have  b^red  the  remainder  over. 

It  is  true  that  Elizabeth  Mead  lived  until  1873^  and  assuming 
her  life  estate  not  to  have  been  merged  by  the  conveyance  of 
1835,  the  remainderman  could  not  sooner  have  entered ;  but  that 
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y.-C.  H.     is  immateriaL    This  section  does  not  regard  the  time  when  the 
1875        remainderman  can  first  enter.    Suppose  a  base  fee  immediately 
MiLis      expectant  on  the  death  of  the  protector  to  have  been  well  created, 
Capil.      *'^®  remainderman  could  not  have  entered,  although  neither  could 
^—        the  issue :  and  all  would  have  been  barred  at  the  end  of  twentv 
years  after  the  protector's  death  without  having  had  a  chance  of 
preventing  the  time  running.    The  Act,  in  fact,  shifts  the  assur- 
ance to  the  year  1848.     Time  has  accordingly  run  against  the 
Plaintifi*,  the  right  of  the  Defendant  is  absolute,  and  the  demurrer 
will  lie. 

Mr.  JDavey,  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  Croasley,  in  support  of  the  bill : — 

The  possession  nnder  the  23rd  section  of  the  Statute  of  Limitch 
tions  must  be  possession  by  virtue  of  the  estate  tail.  Possession 
under  the  assurance  of  the  tenant  in  tail  qtid  tenant  in  tail  did  not 
commence  until  the  death  of  Elizabeth,  in  1873.  Although  there 
was  only  one  deed  (that  of  1835),  that  deed  operated  as  three,  or 
at  least,  as  two  assurances ;  first,  of  ElizoibetVs  life  estate ;  secondlyt 
of  Francis  Mead's  estate  in  tail.  Her  estate  was  not  merged  in 
his  notwithstanding  the  joint  conveyance,  the  contingent  re- 
mainder to  the  issue  preventing  any  merger.  There  has,  there- 
fore, been  no  such  possession  as  will  bar  the  remainder,  by  yirtue 
of  which  the  Plaintiff  claims,  but  only  a  possession  under  an  assnr- 
ranee  by  a  tenant  for  life,  ^which  is  not  sufficient :  Morgan  v. 
Morgan  (1). 

Mr.  Vincent^  in  reply : — 

There  is  no  ground  in  sect  23  for  holding  that  the  possession 
which  is  to  operate  as  a  bar  mnst  be  carved  out  of,  or  be  in  virtue 
of  the  estate  tail.  A  mere  secret  conveyance,  followed  by  no 
change  of  possession,  would  be  insufficient;  but  the  section  is 
satisfied  if  there  be  an  assurance  of  such  a  kind,  made  by  a  person 
so  qualified  as  to  pass  a  base  fee,  and  possession  be  taken  by  the 
grantee  **  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  such  assurance,  or  at  any 
time  afterwards."  And  this  is  made  clearer  by  what  follows: 
**  And  the  same  person  or  any  other  person  whatsoever  (other  than 
some  person  entitled  to  such  possession  in  respect  of  an  estate''  in 

X  (1)  LKw  Rep.  10  £q.  99, 101 
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remainder)  '*'  shall  continue  to  be  in  such  possession/'  &c.     Here  V.-a  H. 
'^possession"  mast  mean  the  same  in  both  clauses,  and  in  the        1875 
parenthesis  "  such  possession  "  cannot  possibly  mean  possession       Mills 

by  virtue  of  the  estate  tail.  Capeu 

Sib  Charles  Hall,  V.O.  : — 

This  demurrer  must  be  overruled.  In  my  opinion  the  23rd 
section  of  the  Staiute  of  LimUaiiona  does  not  apply,  for  the 
reasons  given  by  Mr.  Bavey  in  his  argument,  and  upon  the  au- 
thority of  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (1).  Moreover,  I  observe  it  stated 
in  SugdenB  Beal  Property  Statutes  (2)  that  one  of  the  pro* 
positions  of  the  Beal  Property  Commissioners  was  that  on  any 
alienation  by  a  tenant  in  tail  by  any  assurance  not  operating  as  a 
complete  bar  to  the  estate  tail,  and  all  estates,  rights,  and  interests 
limited  to  take  effect  on  the  determination  or  in  derogation  of  it, 
possession  under  such  assurance  should  have  the  same  effect^  in 
barring  the  estate  tail,  and  all  estates,  rights,  and  interests  so 
limited,  as  if  such  possession  had  been  adverse  to  the  estate  tail, 
or  to  such  estates,  rights,  and  interests.  And  in  commenting  upon 
this  proposition  £x)rd  St  Leonards  says :  ''  These  intentions  were 
carried  into  effect  by  the  enactment  in  the  23rd  section  before 
quoted,  which  requires  a  possession  or  receipt  for  twenty  years 
next  after  the  commencement  of  the  time  at  which  such  assur- 
ance, if  it  had  then  been  executed  by  the  tenant  in  tail  or  the 
person  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  his  estate  tail  if  such 
assurance  had  not  been  executed,  would,  without  the  consent  of 
any  other  person,  have  operated  to  bar  such  estate  or  estates  as 
aforesaid,  at  the  end  of  which  twenty  years  such  assurance  is  made 
effectual  against  any  claimant  after  or  in  defeasance  of  such  estate 
tail.  The  assurance  referred  to  is  the  one  made  by  the  tenant  in 
tail.  The  operation  of  the  clause,  therefore,  is  not  strictly  to  make 
time  a  bar,  but  to  make  time  give  a  full  operation  to  the  assurance 
executed  by  the  tenant  in  tail." 

It  was  intended  to  legislate  for  the  case  of  possession  under  a 
base  fee;  now  in  this  case  there  was  not  until  1873  any  posses- 
3ion  under  a  base  fee,  the  possession  previous  to  that  year  having 

(1)  Law  Kep.  10  Eq.  99.  (2)  2nd  Ed.  p.  86. 

Vol.  XX.  3  C  t 


V, 

Oapkl. 


698  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  R. 

V.-O.  H.  been  by  virtue  of  the  lil  e  estates  of  Franeia  Mead  the  younger,  and 
1875  Elizabeth  his  wife.  The  fact  that  the  same  deed  which  passed 
iHh^jt  those  life  interests  also  passed  a  base  fee  does  not  a£fect  the 
character  of  the  possession  held  by  the  purchaser.  The  **  posses- 
sion "  "  by  virtue  of  such  assurance,"  to  be  effectual  under  the 
23rd  section,  must  be  a  possession  by  virtue  of  an  assurance  which 
turned  an  estate  tail  into  a  base  fee.  Were  this  not  so,  remain- 
ders over  might  be  barred  by  possession  under  a  tenant  for  life. 
This  demurrer  must  accordingly  be  overruled. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Syms  &  Son. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Sheplieard  &  Sons. 


V..C.  H.  FANE  V.  FANE. 

1875  [1873    F.    33.] 


JwM  80. 

Jyly  1,  3.      Family  Settlemeni — Setting  cuide — Connderation — Bdeaae  of  Charge — Mistake. 

A  family  seltlement  will  not  be  supported  if  founded  on  a  mistake  of 
either  party  to  wbich  the  other  party  is  acoessoiy,  although  such  mistake 
may  have  been  innocently  made. 

A  son,  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  shortly  after  attaining  twenty-one 
joined  with  his  father,  the  tenant  for  life,  in  re-settling  the  family  estates. 
The  son  was  influenced  to  make  the  re-settlement  by  the  representation  of 
his  father  that  a  portions'  charge  of  £5000  was  not  (as  in  fact  it  was)  a  sub- 
sisting charge  on  the  estates,  but  was  a  charge  to  take  effect  only  in  case  the 
father  should  so  direct,  and  a  release  of  the  supposed  power  to  charge  contained 
in  the  re-settlement  was  the  principal  consideration  for  its  execution : — 

Held,  that,  although  this  misrepresentation  was  innocently  made,  the 
re-settlement  must  be  set  aside  as  founded  on  mistake. 

JdY  articles  entered  into  on  the  25th  of  August,  1832,  in  consider- 
ation of  an  intended  marriage  between  Iniey  Harriet  Benett  (who 
was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  of  certain  settled  estates)  and 
Arthur  Fane^  Arthur  Fane  and  Imcy  Harriet  Benett  covenaDted 
that  in  case  the  marriage  should  take  effect,  and  A.  B.  Lambert 
and  John  Benett  the  elder  (who  were  entitled  to  life  interests  in 
the  settled  estates)  should  consent,  then  the  said  Arthur  Fane  and 
Luey  Harriet  Benett  would,  when  Lucy  Harriet  Benett  should  come 
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into  possession  of  the  settled  estates,  or  prior  thereto  with  the     V.-O.  H. 
concurrence  of  A.  L.  Lambert  and  John  Benett  the  elder,  or  suoh  of       1875 
them  as  would  consent,  suffer  or  join  in  suffering  a  recovery  of,  and       fahs 
settle  or  join  in  settling  the  estates  to  the  use  of  such  persons,       f^b. 

for  such  estates  and  subject  to  such  powers  as  A.  B.  Lamhert  and        

JoJm  Benett  the  elder,  or  such  one  of  them  as  should  concur  in 
the  settlement,  should,  together  with  Arthttr  Fane  and  Lney 
Harriet  his  wife,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  by  the  recovery  deed 
jointly  appoint ;  and  in  default,  to  the  use  of  trustees  their  ezecu« 
tors  administrators  and  assigns,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  Arthur 
Fane  and  Lucy  Harriet  his  wife  should  so  long  Uve,  in  trust  to 
pay  the  rents  to  Lucy  Harriet  Feme  during  the  joint  lives  of  her- 
self and  Arthur  Fane^  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Arthur  Fane 
and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  Lucy  Harriet  Fane  for  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  and  after  the  decease  of  Arthur  and  Luey 
Harriet  Fane,  to  the  use  of  trustees  their  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, for  the  term  of  1000  years  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
declared,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  every  other 
son  of  LtLcy  Harriet  Fane  by  Arthur  Fane,  or  any  after^taken 
husband,  in  tail  male,  with  similar  limitations  to  the  sons  of  Lucy 
Harriet  Fane,  in  tail  general,  followed  by  successive  limitations 
in  tail  male  and  in  tail  general  in  favour  of  her  daughters,  and 
with  divers  limitations  over.  And  it  was  declared  that  the  trusts 
of  the  term  of  1000  years  should  be  trusts  by  and  out  of  the 
rents,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  estates,  or  by  other  usual 
ways  or  means,  to  raise  the  sum  of  £5000  for  the  portion  of  the 
daughters  (other  than  an  eldest  or  only  daughter  entitled  in  tail 
under  the  limitations  aforesaid)  and  younger  sons  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  to  pay  the  same  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as 
Arthur  Fane  and  Lucy  Harriet  Fane  should  during  their  joint 
lives  by  deed,  or  the  survivor  of  them  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  and  in  default  equally  among  such  child  or  diildren  at 
twenty-one  or  marriage. 

Shortly  after  the  date  of  this  indenture  Arthur  Fane  and  Ltufy 
Harriet  Benett  intermarried. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  8th  and  9th  of 
November,  1833,  to  which  release  A.  B.  Lambert,  John  Benett,  the 
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V.-O.  H.  elder,  Arthur  Fane,  and  Lucy  Harriet,  his  wife,  were  parties,  after 
1875  correctly  reciting  the  articles  of  the  25th  of  August,  1832,  inclnd- 
Fans  ^^S  ^®  provisions  therein  contained  as  to  the  term  of  1000  years 
for  raising  portions,  and  that  by  virtue  of  a  common  recovery 
duly  suffered  in  pursuance  of  the  said  articles  the  estates  were 
conveyed  and  assured  to  the  intent  that  the  recovery  should 
enure  and  the  lands  stand  and  be  limited  as  in  the  indenture  of 
release  expressed,  it  was  by  the  indenture  of  release  declared 
that,  subject  to  the  estates  subsisting  in  priority  to  the  estate  tail 
of  Luey  Harriet  Fane,  and  to  certain  charges  therein  specified, 
the  lands  should  stand  limited  to  uses  similar  to  those  specified  in 
the  articles,  including  a  limitation  of  a  term  of  1000  years  to 
M.  Beresford  and  H  K.  Seymer  their  executors  administrators 
and  assigns.  And  it  was  declared  that  the  lands  were  so  limited 
to  them  upon  trust  that  if  there  should  be  any  child  or  children 
of  L.  H  Fane  and  Arthur  Fane  (other  than  an  eldest  or  only 
daughter  entitled  as  aforesaid),  '*  then  and  in  such  case  they,  the 
said  M.  Beresford  and  H,  K.  Seymer,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  their 
or  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  after  the  de- 
cease of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  A.  B.  Lambert,  John  BeneU, 
the  elder,  Arthwr  Fane,  and  Lucy  Harriet,  his  wife,  or  the  survivor 
of  them,  if  they,  he,  or  she  shall  so  direct  by  any  deed  or  writing,*' 
by  any  of  the  ways  and  means  therein  mentioned,  raise  the  sum  of 
£5000  for  the  portion  or  portions  of  such  child  or  children  (other 
than  as  aforesaid),  the  said  sum  to  be  in  trust  for  all  or  such  one 
or  more  of  them,  to  be  an  interest  vested,  and  to  be  paid  at  such 
times,  and  if  more  than  one  in  such  proportions  and  in  such 
manner,  as  Arthur  Fane  and  Lucy  Harriet,  his  wife,  should  by 
deed  jointly,  or  the  survivor  of  them  should  by  deed  or  will  ap* 
point,  and  in  default  amongst  such  child  or  children  in  equal 
shares,  and  to  be  vested  interests  in  such  children,  being  sons,  at 
twenty -one,  and  being  daughters  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  in  the 
usual  manner. 

Thus  the  charge  of  £5000  for  portions  which,  under  the  articles 
was  an  absolute  charge,  was,  according  to  the  language  of  the 
settlement  purporting  to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  articles, 
only  to  take  effect  if  Arthur  Fane  ^d  Lucy  Harriet,  his  wife, 
should  ^'  so  direct." 
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No  direction  to  raise^  or  appointment  of,  the  sum  of  £5000  was     V.-G.  H. 
ever  given  or  made.  1875 

Luey  Harriet  Fane  died  in  the  year  1845,  having  had  issue  the       "^^z 
Plaintiff  Edmund  Douglas  Veiieh  Fane,  her  first-born  son^  the       ^^' 

Defendant,  Henry  Arthur  Fane,  Vere  Fane  (afterwards  Vere  Fane       

Benett  Stanford),  and  three  other  children.    Prior  to  the  year 

1858,  A.  B.  Lambert  and  John  Benett,  the  elder,  both  died.  On  the 
6th  of  May,  1858,  the  Plaintiff  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and, 
according  to  his  evidence,  immediately  thereupon  his  father,  Afthwr 
Fane,  proposed  to  him  that  he  should  re-setUe  the  lands  comprised 
in  the  settlement,  and  as  an  inducement  represented  that,  under 
the  existing  settlement  ho  {Arthur  Fane)  was  empowered  to  charge 
by  way  of  portions  for  the  children  of  his  marriage,  other  than  the 
Plaintiff,  the  sum  of  £5000,  which  would  not  be  chargeable  upon 
the  lands  unless  he  exercised  the  power,  and  he  offered  and  pro- 
mised to  the  Plaintiff  that  if  he  would  make  the  proposed  re-settle- 
ment he  {Arthur  Fane)  would  make  other  provision  for  his  other 
children,  and  would  not  exercise,  but  would  release,  his  alleged 
power,  which,  having  regard  to  the  income  of  the  ]ands,  would  be 
a  material  advantage  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  Plaintiff,  under  his 
father's  influence  and  this  inducement,'then  consented  to  make  the 
proposed  re-settlement,  and  a  disentailing  deed  and  re-settlement 
were  accordingly  prepared  upon  the  father's  instructions  by  the 
father's  solicitor,  who  throughout  the  negotiations  for  and  in  carry- 
ing out  the  re-settlement  acted  as  the  adviser  of  the  son,  as  well 
as  the  father,  the  former  having  no  separate  adviser. 

The  disentailing  deed,  which  was  dated  the  7th  of  February, 

1859,  recited  shortly  the  indenture  of  release  of  the  9th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1833,  referring  thereto  as  a  settlement  executed  subsequently 
to  the  marriage  ^'  in  pursuance  of  articles  entered  into  previously 
thereto ;"  but  contained  no  other  reference  to  such  articles,  and 
referred  to  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  1000  years  as  ^^  certain  trusts 
for  raising  the  sum  of  £5000  for  the  portions  of  the  younger 
children  of  L.  H  Fane  by  Arthur  Fane,  if  the  said  A,  B.  Lambert, 
John  Benett,  the  elder,  Arthur  Fane,  and  Luey  Harriet,  his  wife, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  should  so  direct."  The  operative  part  of 
the  disentailing  deed  comprised  the  usual  conveyance  by  the  Plain- 
tiff as  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  with  the  concurrence  of  his 
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y.*a  H.  fBtther,  Arthur  Fane,  as  the  protector  of  the  settlement  (without 
1S75  prejudice  to  his  father's  estate  for  life  and  to  certain  specified 
Fans       incumbrances),  to  a  trustee  to  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff  in  fee. 

The  deed  of  re-settlement  was  dated  the  8th  of  February,  1 859, 
and  its  narrative  recitals  were  similar  to  those  in  the  disentail- 
ing deed,  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  November, 
1833,  with  reference  to  the  term  of  1000  years,  being  recited  as 
tnistSy  *^  in  case  the  said  A.  B.  Lambert,  J.  Benelt,  the  elder,  Arthur 
Fane,  and  Luey  Harriet,  or  the  survivor,  should  so  direct,  to  raise 
and  levy  the  sum  of  £5000  for  the  portions  of  the  younger  children 
of  the  Sfud  Luey  Harriet  Fane  by  Arthur  Fane  ;"  and  it  farther 
contained  an  introductory  recital  that  Arthur  Fane  and  the 
Plaintiff  were  desirous  that  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the 
disentailing  deed  should  be  settled  to  the  uses  and  in  manner 
thereinafter  expressed,  and  that  they  had  agreed  to  execute  the 
assurance  thereinafter  contained.    The  deed  then  witnessed  that 
in  pursuance  of  this  agreement  and  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  of  a  nominal  consideration,  Arthur  Fane  and  the  Plain- 
tiff, according  to  their  respective  estates  and  interests,  conveyed  the 
lands  (subject  to  the  same  incumbrances  as  those  specified  in  the 
deed  of  the  9th  of  November,  1833),  to  trustees,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  the  use  and  intent  of  confirming  the  life  estate  limited 
to  Arthur  Fane  by  the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  November,  1833, 
with  all  powers  and  privileges  annexed  thereto  or  limited  to  him 
by  the  said  indenture,  **  except  the  power  of  raising,  or  directing 
the  raising  of,  the  sum  of  £5000  for  the  portions  of  his  younger 
children,"  if  the  lands  should  vest  in  the  Plaintiff  and  his  issue. 
And  after  the  death  of  Arthur  Fane  the  estates  were  limited  to 
the  use  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  daughters 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  with  cross  remainders 
between  the  daughters,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Henry  Arthur 
Fane,  the  third  son  of  Arthur  Fane^  for  life,  with  similar  re- 
mainders in  tail  male  and  tail  general  in  favour  of  his  sons  an^I 
daughters  respectively,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  such  persons 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  survivor  of  Arthur  Fane  and  the 
Plaintiff  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  to  the 
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use  of  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.    The  deed     YX!.H. 
then  contained  a  joint  power  for  Arthwr  Fane  and  the  Plaintiff  to        iS75 
raise  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of  mortgage ;  powers  for  the  Plaintiff,        p^^ 
and  after  his  decease  for  Henry  Arthwr  Fane^  to  charge  jointures       ^- 
and  to  charge  portions  for  younger  children ;  and  a  release  in  the        — 
following  terms: — '^  And  in  farther  pursuance  of  the  said  recited 
agreement  the  said  Arthur  Fane  doth  hereby  if  the  said  heredita- 
ments and  premises  to  be  conveyed  shall  vest  in  possession  in  the 
said  E.  D.  V.  Fane  and  his  issue  under  the  limitations  herein- 
before contained,  but  in  no  other  case  or  event,  release  and  yield 
up  imto  '*  (trustees)  "  their  executors  administrators  and  assigns  the 
power  of  raising  or  directing  the  raising  of  the  sum  of  £5000  for 
the  portions  of  his  younger  children  so  given  or  limited  to  him  as 
aforesaid  by  the  said  recited  indenture  of  settlement  to  the  intent 
and  so  that  the  same  power  may  in  such  event  alone  and  not  other- 
wise be  absolutely  released  and  extinguished." 

Arthur  Fane  died  on  the  11th  of  June,  1872,  and  the  Plaintiff 
entered  into  possession  of  the  settled  lands.  In  August,  1872,  the 
Plaintiff  discovered  that  under  the  articles  of  the  25th  of  August, 
1832,  the  sum  of  £5000  was  an  actual  charge  upon  the  settled 
lands,  and  the  term  of  1000  years  a  subsisting  term  in  equity  instead 
of  being,  as  he  supposed,  a  charge  and  term  only  to  take  effect  in 
case  his  father  should  so  direct.  A  suit  of  Stanford  v.  Fane  (1873 
S.  No.  169)  was  then  instituted  by  Vere  Fane  Benett  Stanford^ 
as  one  of  the  younger  children  of  Arthur  Fane^  against  the  Plain- 
tiff, Henry  Arthur  Fa/ne,  and  the  trustees  of  the  1000  years'  term, 
in  order  to  obtain  a  declaration  that  under  the  articles  of  1832  the 
sum  of  £5000  was  agreed  and  intended  to  be  provided  as  portions 
for  the  younger  children  in  the  settlement  to  be  executed  in  pur- 
suance thereof;  that  the  Plaintiff  Stanford  became  under  the 
settlement  of  the  9th  of  November,  1833,  or  at  all  events  under 
the  articles  of  the  25th  of  August,  1832,  entitled  to  one-fifth  part 
of  such  sum ;  that  the  term  of  1000  years  was  limited  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  that  sum ;  that  the  indenture  of  settlement  of 
the  9th  of  November,  1873  might  be  reformed  so  far  as  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  effectuating  its  true  intent,  and  for  other  inci- 
dental relief.    This  suit  of  Stanford  v.  Fane  came  to  a  hearing 
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y.-G.  H.  before  the  Vico-Chancellor  Sir  Charles  Hall  on  the  9th  of  Noyem- 
1875  her,  1874,  when  His  Honour  made  a  decree  in  favour  of  Mr.  Stan^' 
¥Ain  ford,  declaring  that  according  to  the  intent  and  upon  the  tme 
Fane.       construction  of  the  indenture  of  the  9th  of  November,  1833,  the 

sum  of  £5000  became,  upon  the  death  of  Arthur  Fane,  raiseable 

out  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  same  indenture,  under  the 
trusts  declared  concerning  the  term  of  1000  years  thereby  limited. 
In  the  meantime,  the  Plaintiff  had  instituted  this  suit  against 
Henry  Arthur  Fane  and  the  trustee  of  the  re-settlement,  charging 
that  the  indentures  of  the  7th  and  8  th  of  February,  1859,  were 
obtained  from  and  executed  by  him  under  parental  influence,  by 
surprise,  and  without  professional  advice,  and  upon  a  material  mis- 
representation, and  under  a  material  mistake  as  to  the  power  of 
his  father  to  release  the  charge  of  £5000.  And  be  prayed,  by 
his  bill,  that  the  indentures  of  the  7th  and  8th  of  February,  1859, 
or,  at  all  events,  that  of  the  8th  of  February,  1859,  might  be  set 
aside  and  delivered  up  and  be  cancelled,  and  that  directions  might 
be  given  for  vesting  the  estates  in  the  Plaintiff. 

This  suit  now  came  on  for  hearing,  it  being  admitted  that  the 
misrepresentations  of  Arthur  Fane,  the  father,  were  innocently 
made. 

Mr.  BioJcinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  Beaumont,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

This  is  the  simple  case  of  a  re-settlement  executed  by  a  tenant 
in  tail  in  remainder  shortly  after  attaining  full  age,  without  inde- 
pendent advice,  upon  the  faith  of  a  representation  by  his  father, 
the  tenant  for  life,  which,  though  innocently  made,  was  untrue.  In 
fact,  as  it  turned  out,  the  father  gave  up  nothing,  and  the  son  got 
nothing,  while  giving  up  his  estate  tail  in  exchange  for  a  life  estate. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  re-settlement,  being  founded  on  a 
mutual  mistake,  cannot  stand,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
have  it  set  aside,  although  there  was  no  fraud  in  the  transaction : 
Coojper  V.  Phiths  (1).  In  that  case  Lord  Weeibury  lays  down  that 
the  maxim,  **  Iffnorantia  juris  haud  excusat,'^  has  no  application 
uhen  the  word  "yus"  denotes  private  rights. 

Mr.  MoTffan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Vaughan  Hawkins,  for  the  Defen- 

(1)  Law  Eep.  2  H.  L.  149, 170. 
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dantSy  argued  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  unborn  children  who     V.-0.  H. 
would  take  under  the  limitations  of  the  re-settlement : —  1875 

This  is  a  case  of  a  family  settlement,  and  to  such  cases  the  same  P^kb 
principles  must  not  be  applied  as  to  dealings  between  strangers.  Fame. 
The  mere  exercise  of  the  parental  influence  is  no  ground  for 
setting  aside  fetmily  arrangements  tending  to  the  peace  of  the 
family  and  the  avoiding  of  disputes,  and  the  cases  relating  to  the 
re-settlement  of  family  estates,  where  the  object  is  the  preservation, 
of  the  family  property,  are  still  stronger.  Such  re-settlements  are 
favoured  by  the  Court,  and  between  father,  tenant  for  life,  and 
son,  tenant  in  tail,  barring  the  entail  and  re-settling  the  property, 
if  the  re-settlement  is  reasonable,  neither  apparent  inadequacy 
of  consideration  nor  want  of  professional  advice  in  the  son  is 
sufficient  ground  for  setting  it  aside :  Jenner  v.  Jenner  (1).  Hoghion 
V.  HoghUm  (2)  is 'the  only  case  in  which  a  bill  of  this  sort  has 
succeeded,  but  there,  while  a  great  part  of  the  judgment  of  tho 
Master  of  the  Bolls  is  favourable  to  our  contention,  the  grounds 
on  which  he  set  aside  the  settlement  were  that  under  it  the  father 
took  direct  benefits  from  the  son,  and  that  the  settlement  was  not 
a  reasonable  one,  nor  properly  explained  to  the  son,  neither  of 
which  considerations  apply  here. 

Then  as  to  the  mistake  with  reference  to  the  power  of  charging 
portions.  That  mistake  was  innocently  made,  and  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  family  re-settlements,  being  analogous  to  family  arrange- 
ments, will  be  established,  although  founded  on  mistake :  Gordon 
v.  Gordon  (3).  The  case  of  Cooper  v.  Phibbs  (4)  is  distinguishable 
from  and  has  no  application  to  the  present  case. 

Moreover,  this  is  not  the  simple  case  of  a  settlement  merely  in 
consideration  of  the  release  of  the  charge.  A  mere  supposition 
of  a  right  is  enough  to  support  a  family  agreement :  StapiUon  v. 
StaptUon  (5).  Any  particular  part  of  the  bargain  is  not  the  con- 
sideration itself.  The  main  consideration  is  the  famUy  arrange- 
ment. And  the  failure  of  an  item  in  the  bargain  is  immaterial : 
Stewart  v.  Stewart  (6).    The  Court  will  not,  in  cases  of  family 

(i)  2  GiE  232 ;  2  D.  F.  &  J.  859.  (4)  Law  Hep.  2  H.  L.  149. 

(2)  15  Beav.  278.  (5)  1  Atk.  2 ;  Tud.  L.  G.  ia  £q.  4th 

(3)  3  Sw.  400-463.  £d.  p.  824. 

(6)  6  CI.  *  F.  911. 


V. 

Fane. 
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y.>G.  H.  arrangement,  inquire  into  or  consider  the  quantum  of  the  con* 
1875  sideration  if  there  is  a  sufficient  motiye  for  the  re-settlement,  and 
Faiob  ^^^  motive  may  either  be  the  maintenance  of  the  family  peace 
or  the  preservation  of  the  family  property  in  its  natural  succes- 
sion :  Gordon  v.  Gordon  (1).  If  only,  as  is  the  case  here,  the  set- 
tlement is  fair  and  proper,  then  a  mistake  such  as  this  is  not 
sufficient  ground  for  setting  it  aside :  PuUen  v.  Beady  (2). 

Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

I  should  certainly  not  seek  to  disturb  the  course  of  the  decisions 
as  to  re-settlements  by  father  and  son  if  I  had  the  power  (which 
I  have  not)  to  do  so.  They  are  not  to  be  interfered  with  lightly, 
and  the  parental  influence  in  reference  to  such  re-settlements, 
where  there  is  no  other  consideration  or  element  in  the  case,  is, 
I  conceive,  to  be  disregarded.  Such  must  be*  taken  to  be  tlie 
law :  for  the  Court  has  thought  such  re-settlements  desirable,  and 
has  favoured  them ;  but  every  case  must  be  looked  at  with  reference 
to  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  re-settlement 

What  you  have  in  this  case  is  this,  that  it  was  supposed  that 
the  property  was  subject  to  a  sum  of  £5000,  but  only  in  the  event 
of  the  father  choosing  to  say  it  should  be  so  subject ;  that  he  had 
therefore  the  means  and  power  of  bringing  into  settlement  as  part 
of  the  transaction  of  re-settlement  the  sum  of  £5000  by  releasing 
his  power  to  charge  it.    Whether  a  power  of  that  kind  was  capable 
of  being,  or  properly  could  be,  used  in  any  way  to  the  advantage 
of  the  father  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  settlement  to  any 
extent  in  his  own  favoiir,  is  a  question  with  which  I  do  not  mean 
to  deal ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  overlooked  that  ordinarily  such  powers 
vested  in  a  father  cannot  be  made  properly  the  subject  of  bar- 
gain with  the  son.    It  was  supposed  there  was  a  power  to  him  to 
charge  portions  in  favour  of  younger  children,  while  in  &ct  portions 
were  actually  charged.    The  father  made  this  representation :  ''  I 
have  got  a  power  to  charge  portions  in  favour  of  my  younger 
children,  and  will  give  that  up  if  you  will  make  a  re-settlement" 
Ordinarily,  as  I  have  said,  such  powers  are  not  capable  of  being 
used  in  such  a  way,  and  there  are  many  cases  familiar  to  counsel  in 

,       (1)  3  Sw.  400-403.  (2)  2  Atk.  587 ;  To.  L.  C.  in  £q.  840. 
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whicb  settlements  have  been  set  aside  simply  because  the  father  V.-O.  H. 
has  attempted  to  use  powers  of  jointuring  and  charging  portions       1875 
as  a  means  of  obtaining  benefits  accruing  to  the  father  from  the       ^^k 
re-settlement.  „  ^• 

Fane. 

Passing  that  by,  however,  what  we  have  in  this  case  is,  that  the       

son,  a  young  man  who  of  course  knew  nothing  about  settlements 
and  the  mode  of  dealing  with  property,  acts  through  the  adviser 
of  his  father.  Ordinarily,  in  re-settlements,  there  is  no  fault  to 
be  found  with  that ;  but  the  adviser  of  the  father,  who  thus  be- 
comes the  adviser  of  both,  must,  under  such  circumstances,  take 
great  care  that  the  true  state  and  position  of  the  title  to  the  pro- 
perty is  accurately  represented  to  the  son.  And  in  reference  to 
that,  in  this  particular  case  the  right  course  would  have  been,  not 
only  to  have  looked  into  the  settlement,  which  represented  the 
property  as  only  subject  to  the  charge  if  the  power  was  exercised, 
but  also  to  have  looked  into  the  articles  upon  which  that  settle- 
ment was  founded.  The  result  of  that  investigation  might  ov 
might  not  have  been  to  satisfy  the  solicitor  that  the  £5000  was 
not  in  reality  in  the  position  in  which  the  father,  and  apparently 
the  father's  solicitor  also,  supposed  it  to  be.  However,  the  father  s 
solicitor  acted  upon  the  view  that  there  was  no  question  whatever 
of  the  father  having  this  power,  and  that  he  could  bring  it  into 
the  re-settlement.  It  must  be  taken,  therefore,  that  the  adviser 
of  the  father,  although  acting  in  this  transaction  on  behalf  of  the 
son  also,  represented  to  the  young  man  just  as  much  as  he  would 
have  represented  to  the  young  man's  adviser  if  he  had  had  a 
separate  adviser,  that  the  father  was  in  this  position.  That,  in 
reality,  was  untrue.  There  was  an  incorrect  representation  made 
to  the  son,  and,  according  to  the  son's  evidence  in  this  matter,  that 
representation  influenced  him,  and  led  him  to  make  the  re-settle- 
ment in  question.  And  it  is  not  a  case  of  the  son  coming  here 
simply  with  his  own  unsupported  evidence,  but  the  very  instru- 
ments which  are  before  the  Court  shew  and  prove  to  my  satisfaction 
that  his  statement  as  to  the  false  representation  in  that  respect  is 
correct.  There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  representation 
was  made  to  the  son  as  he  alleges. 

There  being,  then,  that  representation  made  to  the  son,  it  is  said 
that  althoagh  it  was  a  mistake,  yet,  inasmuch  as  this  is  in  the 


V, 

Fans. 
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Y.-0.  H.  Datufe  of  a  family  settlement^  and  having  regard  to  the  cases 
1875  with  reference  to  compromises  which  are  said  to  be  a  portion  of 
Fans  ^^^  same  class  of  cases,  or  to  be  cases  to  which  the  same  consider- 
ations apply,  the  son  is  precluded  from  obtaining  any  relief  in 
respect  of  the  representation  made  to  him.  I  do  not  understand 
the  law  to  be  so,  and  I  think  when  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon 
in  Gordon  v.  Gordon  (1)  are  referred  to,  those  observations,  far 
from  supporting  that  contention,  support  a  proposition  of  an 
entirely  different  character ;  that  is  to  say,  that  if  there  is  a  mis- 
take— if  there  is  a  representation  made  to  the  person  about  to 
effect  a  settlement  which  is  untrue,  although  honestly  and  inno- 
cently made,  still,  that  representation  being  made,  the  person  who 
effects  the  re-settlement  is  entitled  under  those  circumstances  to 
come  to  this  Court,  and  to  have  the  re-settlement  set  aside  upon  the 
ground  of  mistake.  Lord  Eldon  says  (2),  where  he  is  dealing  with 
the  general  question,  and  treating  of  the  cases  of  StapQton  t. 
SlapHton  (3),  and  Gann  v.  Oann  (4) : — **  Of  the  cases  which  have 
been  quoted,  StapiUon  v.  StapiUon,  and  Cann  v.  Gann^  there  is  no 
necessity  for  me  to  say  more  than  that  they  fully  establish  a  prin- 
ciple of  which  I  can  have  no  doubt,  that  where  family  agreements 
have  been  fairly  entered  into  without  concealment  or  imposition 
upon  either  side,  with  no  suppression  of  what  is  true,  or  suggestion 
of  what  is  false,  then,  although  the  parties  may  have  greatly  mis- 
understood their  situation,  and  mistaken  their  rights,  a  Court  of 
Equity  will  not  disturb  the  quiet  which  is  the  consequence  of  that 
agreement ;  but  when  the  transaction  has  been  unfair,  and  founded 
upon  falsehood  and  misrepresentation,  a  Court  of  Equity  would 
have  a  very  great  difficulty  in  permitting  such  a  contract  to  bind 
the  parties.'* 

Now,  take  the  first  part  of  that  judgment,  where  he  says,  '*  with 
no  suggestion  of  what  is  false."  There  was  here  a  suggestion, 
and  not  merely  a  suggestion,  but  a  positive  statement  in  the 
instrument  itself  of  that  which  was  false,  viz.,  a  recital  of  the 
settlement  expressly,  clearly,  and  distinctly  stating  that  the  fietther 
had  the  power  to  charge  this  property  with  £5000,  and  was 
about  to  give  up  that  power.     Let  us,  however,  apply  to  this 

(1)  8  Sw.  400.  (3)  1  Atk.  2. 

(2)  Had.  463.  (4)  1  P.  Wms.  723 


Fane. 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  CASES.  709 

case  as  nearly  as  we  can  what  Lord  Eldon  says  in  the  same  V.-c.  H. 
report,  and  those  observations  will  shew  that  an  innocent  state-  1875 
ment  of  that  which  is  untrue  will  not  protect  the  transaction,  yj^e 
even  although  it  be  a  re-settlement  between  father  and  son.  Lord  ^^:. 
Eldon  there  says  (1) :  "  My  opinion  is,  that  if  James  Oordon^  prior 
to  the  agreement,  knew  that  there  had  been  a  private  cere- 
mony of  marriage,  and,  conscientiously  believing  that  it  was  not  a 
legal  marriage,  omitted  to  communicate  the  fact  to  his  brother, 
the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  relief;  on  the  principle  that, 
though  family  agreements  are  to  be  supported,  where  there  is  no 
fraud  or  mistake  on  either  side,  or  none  to  which  the  other  party 
is  accessory ;  yet  where  there  is  mistake,  though  innocent,  and  the 
other  party  is  accessory  to  it,  this  Court  will  interpose."  Here 
there  was  an  innocent  mistake ;  the  father  was,  as  I  conceive,  ac- 
cessory by  his  solicitor  to  the  mistake  being  made ;  and  if  that  be 
so,  this  is  a  case  in  which,  according  to  Lord  Eldon^  the  Court  will 
interfere.  The  general  observations  of  Lord  BomiUy  in  Hoghton 
v.  Hoghton  certainly  tend  in  the  same  direction,  for  he  says  in  that 
ease  (2) :  '^  The  rule  to  be  drawn  from  these  cases,  which  is  per- 
fectly consistent  with  the  rule  which  prevails  in  the  firat  class  of 
cases  to  which  I  referred,  may,  I  think,  be  thus  stated :  that  if  the 
settlement  of  the  property  be  one  in  which  the  father  acquires  no 
benefit  not  already  possessed  by  him,  and  if  the  settlement  be  a 
reasonable  and  proper  one,  the  Court  will  support  it,  even  though 
it  may  appear  that  some  influence  was  exerted  by  him  to  induce 
the  son  to  execute  it;  and  provided  also  that  there  was  no  sup- 
pression of  what  is  true,  or  suggestion  of  what  is  false.  This  is 
distinctly  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Gordon  v.  Gordon  as  applied  to 
family  agreements,  and  will  also  apply  to  these  cases  of  re-settle- 
ment: ^Although,'  says  he,  'the  parties  may  have  greatly  mis- 
understood their  situation,  and  mistaken  their  rights,  a  Court  of 
Equity  will  not  disturb  the  quiet  which  is  the  consequence  of  that 
agreement.' "  Then  Lord  BomiUy  goes  on  to  say,  and  this  is  his 
own  statement, ''  But  where  there  is  a  mistake,  though  innocent, 
and  the  other  party  is  accessory  to  it,  this  Court  will  interfere. 
The  point  of  this  observation  is,  that  the  one  is  accessory  to  the 
mistake  of  the  other." 

(1)  3  Sw,  467.  (2)  15  Beav.  306,  306. 
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V.-G.  H.         Therefore,  treating  this  as  a  case  in  which  there  is  jurisdiction, 

1875        by  reason  of  the  mistake,  it  appears  to  me  that,  under  that  plain 

Fanb       head  of  equity,  notwithstanding  the  general  rule  in  fEivoar  of 

F^s.      leaning  towards  supporting  fiEtmily  settlements,  the  Plaintiff  here 

is  entitled  to  relief. 

I  may  observe,  further,  that  I  am  much  struck  with  this  pomt 
also,  that  the  father  did  by  the  execution  of  this  re-settlement 
obtain,  as  it  seems  to  me,  very  substantial  benefits.  It  is  true  that 
he  gave  up  some  of  his  rights.  He  gave  up  his  right  of  charging 
portions,  excepting  that  those  portions  are  really  not  substantial 
things  as  regards  the  father's  own  interest,  because  those  were  only 
to  be  operative  and  to  become  charges  upon  the  property  after  the 
son  had  come  into  possession,  for  I  find  an  express  clause  in  the 
re-settlement  which  provides  for  that.  It  is  very  odd  that  in  this 
re-settlement  I  do  not  find  that  the  father  makes  any  provision  for 
the  son  at  all.  He  does  not  give  the  present  annuity,  which  is 
usual.  Then  a  number  of  limitations  are  struck  out,  which  before 
existed  under  the  old  settlement.  Only  the  issue  of  the  two  sons 
are  provided  for  apparently  by  the  limitations.  There  is,  then,  a 
joint  power  of  appointment  to  the  father,  with  an  ultimate  power 
of  appointment  to  the  survivor.  If  you  look  at  the  present  state 
of  things,  there  is  no  issue  of  either  of  the  two  sons  for  whose 
issue  provision  is  made.  It  is  quite  on  the  -cards  that  the  father 
may  be  the  survivor.  It  is  a  very  substantial  benefit  which  is 
acquired  by  that  ultimate  limitation,  for  it  is  a  power  exercisable 
immediately,  though  only  taking  effect  in  case  he  survives.  The 
father  could  always  say :  I  will  not  exercise  that  joint  power  of 
appointment  given  to  us  two,  and  I  will  take  my  chance  therefore 
of  thus  acquiring  the  reversion.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  rever- 
sion of  this  estate  in  the  market  could  be  sold  for  a  very  consider- 
able sum  of  money  if  it  were  offered  for  sale.  That  is  not,  how- 
ever, the  main  ground  upon  which  I  rest  my  judgment  I  think 
that^  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be 
relieved  from  this  re-settlement. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  W.  A.  Day  ;  Messrs.  Farter^  Ouvrij,  &  Co. 
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In  re  OELEBAR'S  SETTLEMENT  TRUSTS.  V.-c.  H. 

1875 


SelHement^Deathof  Tenant  far  Life  ''leaving  a  Child  or  Children ''-^Trust  for 

*'the  Child  or  Children'' ^Death  nf  Child  after  Twenty-one  in  lifetime  qf      My  16 
Tenant  for  Life —  Vested  Interest, 

By  a  settlement  trustees  were  directed  to  hold  trust  funds  upon  trust  to 
pay  the  income  to  E,  E,  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  "  leaving  a  child  or 
children,"  to  transfer,  pay,  and  make  over  the  fund  unto  '*  all  and  every  the 
child  or  children  of  the  said  E,  H,,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  the  said  children 
as  might  he  then  dead'*  (such  issue  to  take  the  parent's  share),  equally  be- 
tween them  if  more  than  one,  the  shares  of  sons  to  be  transferred  and  paid 
at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  the  shares  of  daughters  at  that  age  or  marriage. 
Five  of  the  children  of  E,  JI,  survived  her,  and  attained  twenty-one  or  mar- 
ried, and  one  son  of  hers  attained  twenty-one  and  died  without  issue  in  her 
lifetime : — 

Eeldj  that  although  the  trust  only  took  effect  in  case  some  one  child 
survived  E.  H,^  the  contingency  upon  which  the  trust  took  effect  was  not 
*to  be  imported  into  the  constitution  of  the  class  who  were  to  take  under 
the  trust,  and  that  the  son  who  attained  twenty-one  and  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  tenant  for  life  without  issue  took,  nevertheless,  a  vested  interest  in 
the  fund. 

Petition. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  12th  of  July,  1821,  being  a  settlement 
executed  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  afterwards  solemnized 
between  WiUtam  Auffudua  OrlAar  and  Mary  Caroline  his  wife, 
trust  funds  were  assigned  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income 
to  Mary  Caroline  Orlebar  during  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  and 
after  her  death  to  set  apart  so  much  of  the  eorpw  as  would  pro* 
duce  the  yearly  sum  of  £600,  and  to  pay  that  sum  to  WUUam 
Augustus  Orlebar  during  his  life ;  and  to  hold  the  residue  of  the 
trust  fund  upon  trust,  in  case  there  should  be  any  children  then 
living  of  the  marriage,  immediately  after  the  death  of  M.  C, 
OrlAar  to  assign,  transfer,  and  make  over  the  same  among  the 
children  of  W.  A.  and  M.  C.  Orlebar,  or  the  issue  of  any  such  of 
them  as  might  be  dead  leaving  issue,  in  such  manner  as  M.  C. 
Orlebar  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  transfer, 
pay,  and  make  over  the  trust  premises  unto  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children  of  W.  A.  and  M.  C.  Orlebar^  and  the  issue  of 
such  of  them  as  might  be  dead  (tsueh  issue  to  take  the  parent's 
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Y.-C.  H.     share),  equally  between  them  if  more  than  oney  and  if  there 
1875       Bhould  be  but  one  such  child,  then  the  whole  to  such  only  child, 
j^^^       the  shares  of  sons  to  be  transferred  to  them  at  their  respec- 
Oblkbab^    tive  ages  of  twenty- one,  and  the  shares  of  daughters  at  their 
Tbusts.      respective  ages  of  twenty-one  or  days  of  marriage,  which  should 
first  happen  after  the  death  of  Jlf.  (7.  Orlebar.    And  it  was  thereby 
provided  that  in  default  of  appointment,  in  case  any  such  child  or 
children  being  a  son  or  sons  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters  should  attain  that  age  or 
marry  in  the  lifetime  of  M.  C.  OrUhar^  then  and  from  thenceforth 
his  or  her  interest  in  the  trust  premises  should  be  a  vested  in- 
terest, and  should  be  transmissible  as  such  to  his,  her,  and  their 
issue,  notwithstanding  the  death  of  such  child  or  children  after- 
wards in  the  lifetime  of  Jlf.  C.  Orlebar»    And  after  a  clause  pro- 
viding that  if  any  such  child  being  a  son  should  die  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one,  and  without  leaving  issue  at  his  death,  or  being  a 
daughter  should  die  under  that  age  and  unmarried,  then  the  share 
provided  for  such  son  or  daughter  should  accrue  to  the  survivor  or 
survivors  and  other  or  others  of  the  same  children,  and  the  issue 
of  such  of  them  as  might  be  dead  having  first  acquired  a  vested 
interest  in  their  respective  origiual  shares,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them,  it  was  provided  that  in  default  of  children  of  the 
marriage  (which  event  happened)  the  trustees  should,  after  the 
death  of  the  said  M.  C.  Orlebar  (and  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
said  annual  sum  of  £600  to  the  said  W.  A.  OrMxir  during  his 
life)  hold  the  trust  fund  upon  trust  to  pay  the  annual  proceeds 
thereof  unto  Elizabeth  Hancock  and  Maria  Orlebar  (two  of  the 
sisters  of  M,  G.  Orlebar)  during  their  respective  lives  in  equal 
shares  for  their  separate  use,  '^  and  after  the  decease  of  either  of 
them  leaving  a  child  or  children,  then  as  to  one  moiety  of  the 
whole  of  the  trust  premises,  upon  trust  to  assign,  transfer,  par, 
and  make  over  the  same  unto,  between,  and  among  such  one  or 
more  of  the  children  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Hancock  and  Maria 
Orlebar,  who  should  first  happen  to  depart  this  life,  or  the  issue       I 
of  such'  children  as  might  be  then  dead  leaving  issue  living  at 
his  or  their  death,  or  bom  in  due  time  afterwards,  at  such  age '' 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Mary  Caroline  OrUbar  should  by 
deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  then  npoD 
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further  trust  to  transfer,  pay,  and  make  over  the  said  moiety  Y.-O.H. 

whereof  there  should  be  no  such  appointment  "  unto  all  and  every  1875 
the  child  or  children  of  the  said  Elizahdh  Hancock  or  Maria 


In  re 

Orlebar,  who  should  first  happen  to  depart  this  life,  and  the  issue    Oblibab'b 
of  such  of  their  said  children  as  might  be  then  dead  (such  issue      Tnwrs. 
to  take  the  share  of  his  or  her  parent),  equally  between  and 
among  them  (if  more  than  one),  share  and  share  alike,  and  if 
there  should  happen  to  be  but  one  such  child,  then  the  whole  to 
such  only  child,  the  share  or  shares  of  such  of  them  as  should  be 
a  son  or  sons  to  be  transferred  and  paid  to  him  or  them  at  his  or 
their  age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  share  or 
shares  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  a  daughter  or  daughters  to  be 
transferred  and  paid  to  her  or  them  at  her  or  their  age  or  respec- 
tive ages  of  twenty-one  years  or  days  of  marriage,  which  should 
first  happen.    And  it  was  thereby  declared  that  if  any  such  child 
being  a  son  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  without 
leaving  lawful  issue,  and  if  any  such  child  being  a  daughter  should 
die  under  that  age  and  unmarried,*'  then  in  default  of  and  sub- 
ject to  any  appointment,  the  share  of  each  such  son  or  daughter 
so  dying  should  ^*  accrue  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  and  other 
or  others  of  the  same  children,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them 
as  might  be  dead,  having  first  acquired  a  nested  interest  in  their 
respective  original  shares  thereof,  and  be  equally  divided  between 
such  survivors  or  others  of  them,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
might  be  dead  as  aforesaid  (if  more  than  one),  share  and  share 
alike,  and  the  same  should  become  vested,  and  transferable,  and 
payable  at  such  respective  ages,  days,  and  times  as  were  thereby 
provided  and  declared  touching  his,  her,  or  their  original  share  or 
shares,  and  that  such  benefit  of  survivorship  or  accruer  should 
extend  as  well  to  the  surviving  or  accruing  as  tp  the  original 
shares.    And  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  them  the  said  Elizabeth  Hancock  and  Maria  OrlAar 
leaving  a  child  or  children,  or  the  issue  of  any  such  child  or 
children  living  at  her  death,*'  the  trustees  were  directed  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  trust  premises  upon  trust") 
for  the  benefit  of  the  child,  children,  or  issue  of  the  survivor  of 
£lizaheth  Hancock  and  Maria  Orlehar  similar  to  those  declared 
concerning  the  first  moiety  thereof.    And  it  was 'declared  that  if 
Vol.  XX.  3  Z>  2 


714  EQX7ITT  OASES.  [L.  B. 

y.-0.u.     either  of  them  the  said  EUzabeth  Edneoek  and  Maria  OrUbar 
1875        should  die  without  leaTing  any  child  or  children  or  any  issue  of 
^]^       such  child  or  children  who  should  live  to  attain  a  vested  interest 
Oblebab*8    ji^  ^Q  foi^^  jj^  manner  thereinbefore  mentioned,  then  the  trustees 
Tbcsts.      were  thereby  directed  to  stand  possessed  of  the  annual  proceeds 
""*        of  such  moiety  of  the  fund  of  her  whose  issue  should  so  fail  in 
manner  aforesaid  for  the  benefit  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said 
Elizabeth  Hancock  and  Maria  Orlebar  during  her  life,  and  after 
the  decease  of  such  survivor  to  stand  possessed  of  the  principal 
thereof  for  the  benefit  of  the  child  or  children  of  such  survivor 
and  his,  her,  or  their  issue  upon  the  same  trusts  as  were  therein- 
before declared  concerning  the  first-mentioned  moiety  of  the  trust 
fund. 

There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage  of  W.  A.  and  M.  C.  Orlebar^ 
and  they  were  both  dead,  M,  C.  Orlebar  having  died  in  March, 
1859. 

Mizabeth  Hancock  died  on  the  17th  of  November,  1861,  leaving 
Maria  Orlebar  her  surviving,  and  having  had  six  children,  viz.,  the 
five  Petitioners,  all  of  whom  had  attained  twenty-one,  or,  being 
daughters,  had  married,  and  one  son,  who  had  died  in  her  lifetime. 
The  deceased  son,  Major  Fitzharding  WiUiam  Louquet  Hancock, 
attained  twenty-one,  and  died  on  the  26th  of  January,  1858,  with- 
out issue,  having  by  his  will  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate 
to  his  widow,  and  appointed  her  sole  executrix. 

Mrs.  Jlf.  C.  Orlebar  had  exercised  her  power  of  appointment 
in  respect  of  a  portion  of  the  moiety  settled  on  Mrs.  Hancock 
and  her  children;  and  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement 
having  paid  into  Court,  under  the  Trustee  Belie/  Ad,  a  sum  of 
£662  lis.  9i.,  as  representing  the  share  to  which  Major  Hancock 
would  have  been  entitled  in  the  unappointed  residue  in  case  be 
had  been  living  at  the  death  of  his  mother,  this  Petition  was 
presented  by  his  five  surviving  brothers  and  sisters  for  payment 
out  to  them  of  the  sum  paid  in,  in  order  to  raise  the  question 
whether  it  was  divisible  amongst  them,  or  passed  to  his  l^pal 
personal  representative. 

Mr.  Morgan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  K  Beaumont,  for  the  Petitioners  :— 
The  limitations  of  the  settlement  expressly  provide,  in  the  case 
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of  the  children  of  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Orlebar^  that  in     V.-C.  H. 
de&ult  of  appointment  every  child  attaining  twenty-one,  or  being       1875 
^  daughter  marrying,  shall  take  a  vested  interest  in  the  trust  fund,       ^Trv 
notwithstandiug  his  or  her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Orlebar,  Skti^nt 
the  tenant  for  life ;  but  there  is  no  such  provision  as  to  a  child  of     ^^^bts. 
Mrs.  Hancoek  attaining  twenty-one,  and  dying  in  her  lifetime. 

This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  word  ^'  leaving  "  can  be  con- 
strued as  ^'  having,"  or  '^  having  had."  By  the  terms  of  the  settle- 
ment the  limitations  in  favour  of  Mrs.  EancoeVs  children  cannot 
take  effect  unless  she  dies  leaving  children  living  at  her  death, 
and  the  whole  disposition  imports  contingency  as  to  the  objects  to 
take.  The  case  is  within  the  authority  of  Bythesea  v.  Btfihesea  (1), 
4klthough  that  case  goes  further,  inasmuch  as  in  it  there  was  ac- 
tually an  express  declaration  as  to  vesting  at  twenty-one,  which 
»here  is  only  to  be  found  with  regard  to  the  settlor's  children. 

Woodcock  V.  Duke  of  Donet  (2),  which  was  referred  to  in  Bythesea 
T.  BytJiesea^  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  ease.    The  limita- 
tions of  the  settlement  in  Woodcock  v.  Dvke  of  Dorset  are  not  cor- 
rectly given  in  the  report  of  that  case  in  3  BrowUf  but  will  bo 
found  in  a  note  to  Sousgrave  v.  Cartier  (3),  the  actual  words 
4>eing  to  '*  the  children,"  not  to  ^^such  child  or  children,"  and  there 
the  event  was  answered  by  the  survivor  leaving  one  child  living ; 
-and,  moreover,  there  was  no  provision,  as  in  this  case,  for  the  issue 
•of  a  child  who  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life.    These 
•distinctions  make  Woodcock  v.  Duke  of  Donet  an  authority  in 
•our  favour.    If  this  were  the  case  of  a  wiU,  it  is  clear  that  no 
-child  predeceasing  the  parent  could  take:  Bythesea  v.  Bytheeea; 
Wiban  v.  Mount  (4);  Sheffidd  v.  Kennett  (5);  In  re  Watson's 
'Trusts  (6) ;  and  precisely  the  same  principles  apply.    The  con- 
dition that  each  child  must  outlive  the  tenant  for  life  is  part  of 
the  gift  itself.    The  recent  case  of  Jeyes  v.  Savage  (7),  which  arose 
upon  a  settlement  the  terms  of  which  are  similar  in  many  respects 
to  this,  is  also  an  authority  in  our  favour. 

It  is  also  observable  in  this  case,  that  when  the  settlors  are 

(1)  23  L.  J.  (Ch.)  1004.  (4)  19  Beav.  292. 

(2)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  669.  (ft)  27  Beav.  207 ;  4  De  G.  &  J.  698. 
<8)  3  V.  &  B.  79.                              (6)  Law  Bop.  10  Eq.  36. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  555. 

Z  D2  2 
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V.-C.  H.     providing  for  their  own  children  they  are  careful  to  insert  a  pro- 

1*^5       vigion  to  meet  the  contingency  which  has  happened  in  the  case  of 

jn  re       &6  sistcr's  children,  although  the  construction  would  have  been 

SKraunfran?  s^^etched  in  favour  of  their  own  children,  while  they  omit  to 

Trusts,  insert  the  provision  in  the  case  of  the  children  of  collaterals,  in 
whose  favour  the  construction  would  not  be  stretched.  Again, 
there  is  no  trust  for  the  children  of  Mrs.  Hancock  distinct  from  the 
direction  to  pay,  and  the  fact  that  the  settlors  have  expressly  pro- 
vided for  the  issue  of  a  child  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  a  tenant  for 
life  shews  that  they  did  not  contemplate  that  a  child  so  dying 
would  have  taken  a  vested  interest,  for  had  he  done  so  he  would 
have  been  able  himself  to  make  provbion  for  his  own  children. 
Therefore,  upon  authority,  and  upon  the  construction  of  the  whole 
settlement,  no  child  of  Mrs.  Hancock  took  a  vested  interest  unless 
he  or  she  survived  Mrs.  Hancock,  and  attained  twenty-one  or 
married,  and  Major  Hancock  having  died  in  her  lifetime,  can  take 
no  share  in  the  unappointed  residue. 

Mr.  Oreene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eingdon,  for  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  Major  Hancock,  and  Mr.  Franklen,  for  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  settlement,  were  not  called  upon. 

Sir  Chablks  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  that  I  must  construe  this  instrument  according  to  what 
I  take  to  be  the  actual  meaning  of  the  words  used  in  the  trust 
for  children;  that  is  to  say,  as  a  trust  in  favour  of  ''all  and 
every  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  Elizabeth  [Hancock  and 
the  issue  of  such  of  their  said  children  as  might  be  then  dead.** 
Ihe  words  are  ^  unto  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  EUza- 
heth  Hancock,*'  with  a  substitution  of  issue  for  such  as  might  be 
dead ;  and  the  words  ''  all  and  every  the  child  or  children,**  as  I 
construe  them,  include  all  the  children  and  not  merely  those  who 
survive  the  tenant  for  life ;  and  the  fact  of  any  children  or  issue 
taking  being  made  dependent  on  the  fact  of  some  one  child  sur- 
viving, is  not,  in  my  judgment,  according  to  the  language  of  the 
instrument,  or  according  to  authority,  8u£Eicient  to  cut  down  the 
objects  to  take  to  those  alone  who  are  mentioned  as  being  only  to 
take  provided  one  object  survives ;  in  other  words,  that  the  con- 
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tingency  upon  which  the  gift  is  to  take  effect  is  not  to  be  imported     Y.-G.  H. 
into  the  constitution  of  the  class  who  are  to  take  under  the  trust        1875 
itself.  j,^  y^ 

The  argunf  ent  is  specious  and  ingenious,  and  has  been  very  ably  g^SS^r 
pressed,  that  because  there  is  a  provision  for  the  issue  of  children  Trusts. 
the  Court  is  to  put  a  different  construction  upon  the  trust  in 
favour  of  the  children  to  that  which  it  would  otherwise  bear.  If 
we  had  to  make  a  new  trust  there  might  be  a  great  deal  to  be  said 
for  that,  no  doubt ;  but  I  cannot,  by  reason  of  those  provisions  for 
the  issue,  or  by  reason  of  contrasting  this  set  of  trusts  with  another 
set  of  trusts,  in  which  there  is  an  express  provision  as  to  the  vesting 
in  children,  which  was  no  doubt  inserted  from  an  anxiety  to  provide 
unquestionably  and  clearly  for  the  offspring  of  the  intended  mar- 
riage— I  cannot  for  these  reasons  vary  and  alter  the  construction 
of  the  trust  for  the  children  which  occurs  in  the  first  part  of  these 
trusts  which  are  under  consideration. 

The  authorities  which  have  been  referred  to  in  support  of  the 
<2ontention  that  children  must  survive  in  order  to  take — ^in  other 
words,  that  inasmuch  as  one  child  must  survive  in  order  that  any 
of  the  children  may  take,  therefore  all  the  children  must  survive, 
or  otherwise  they  cannot  take— do  not,  in  my  opinion,  oblige  me  to 
hold  that  to  be  the  true  construction.  The  case  of  Bythesea  v. 
Bythesea  (1),  looking  at  it  on  the  whole,  was,  I  consider,  a  case  in 
which  the  Court  was  pressed  to  construe  the  instrument  with 
reference  to  the  case  of  Woodcock  v.  Dvke  of  Dorset  (2)  and  cases 
^f  that  class.  It  was  thought  that  those  cases  did  not  govern 
^ythesea  v.  Bytheseag  nor  do  I  hold  that  those  authorities  govern 
the  case  now  before  me*  But  in  that  case  there  ran  through  the 
whole  of  the  trust,  as  I  read  it,  words  which  confined  the  class  to 
take  to  those  or  one  of  those  who  were  specified  in  the  words 
introducing  the  trusts  for  the  children ;  in  other  words,  that  every- 
where throughout  it  was  stated  that  it  was  to  be  ''such''  children 
who  were  to  take. 

The  case  before  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  of  Wilson  v.  Mount  (3) 
is  certainly  not  open  to  the  same  observation.  The  Master  of  the 
Bolls  in  giving  judgment  in  that  case  does  not  appear  to  have 
referred  to  the  particular  trust  in  which  the  word  ''  such  *'  did  not 

(1)  23  L.  J.  (Ch.)  1004.  (2)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  669. 

(3)  19  Beav.  292. 
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y.-O.  H.     occur,  and  bis  jadgment  depends  npon  the  occnrrenoe  of  this  word 

1875        '^  such  "  throughout,  and  the  whole  reasoning  proceeded  upon  that. 

Jm  re  The  authority  which  ought  to  govern  the  present  case  is.  in  my 

SBraummrr  ^P™^^>  Botilton  v.  Beard  (1).    That  case  was  heard  before  the 

Trctbtb.      Lord  Justice  Knight  Brace  and  Lord  Justice  Turner.    The  Lord 

Justice  Knighi  Bruce,  as  we  all  know,  always  leant  towards  vesting 

in  all  these  cases,  and  brought  some  cases  within  the  influence 

of  Woodeoeh  y.  DuJce  of  Dorset  (2),  and  cases  of  that  class,  which 

apparently,  having  regard  to  the  decision  of  the  Lords  Justices  in 

Jetfcs  V.  Savage  (3),  will  probably  not  hereafter  be  considered  as- 

within  the  range  of  those  decisions.    The  case  of  BouiUon  v.  Beard, 

I  observe,  was  decided  about  a  year  and  a  half  before  the  dedsion 

in  Byihesea  v.  Bythesea  (4),  and  I  cannot  suppose  that  Lord  Justice 

Twrner,  in  deciding  Bythesea  v.  Byihesea,  meant  to  depart  from 

the  judgment  he  had  given  in  Botdton  v.  Beard  about  a  year  and 

a  half  before. 

The  trusts  in  Botdlon  v.  Beard  were  trusts  of  one-tenth  to  or 
for  the  use  of  B.  H.,  and  another  one-tenth  to  or  for  the  use  of 
0. 22.,  for  their  respective  lives;  and  in  case  either  of  them  should 
die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  or  afterwards,  leaving 
lawful  issue,  then  the  testatrix  directed  that  the  part  of  him  or 
her  so  dying  leaving  lawful  issue  should  go  and  be  equally  divided 
among  his  or  her  children  as  they  should  attain  twenty-one.  And 
it  was  held  that  a  child  of  C,  B,  who  survived  the  tenant  for  life 
and  attained  twenty-one,  but  died  in  the  lifetime  of  C.  JB.,  took  a 
vested  interest  What  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  said  in  his 
judgment  was  this  (6)  :  ^  The  question  is,  whether  a  child  of 
Catherine  Bayner,  who,  after  the  testatrix's  death,  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  Calherine  Bayner,  having  attained  twenty-one,  took  a 
vested  interest  in  the  part  of  the  share  of  the  residuary  estate  of 
which  Caiherine  Bayner  was  tenant  for  life.  Upon  this  question 
no  doubt  could  have  arisen  if  the  case  had  simply  been  one  of 
a  gift  to  Caiherine  Bayner  for  life,  and  after  her  death  in  the 
language  of  the  will,  omitting  the  condition  of  Catherine  Bayner 
leaving  lawful  issue.  Would  the  case  be  varied  if  by  a  separate 
clause  the  testatrix  had  declared  that  if  Catherine  Bayner  should 

(1)  3  D.  M.  &  G.  608.  (3)  Law  Bep.  10  Ch.  555. 

(2)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  569.  (4)  23  L.  J.  (Ch.)  1001 

(5)  3  D.  M.  &  G.  611. 
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die  withoat  leaving  issue  her  share  should  fall  into  the  residue,  or  Y.-C.H. 
go  as  in  case  of  intestacy  ?  No  one  will  argue  that  this  would  1875 
have  caused  a  difference.  We  should  be  making  a  will,  and  guess-  jn  re 
ing  away  what  is  plain,  if  we  acceded  to  the  argument  [addressed  f^^^^^ 
to  us  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.*'  The  question  had  been  pre-  THuars. 
viously  decided  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  the  same  way,  and 
Lord  Justice  Turner,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment,  said  (1): 
"  I  concur  entirely  with  the  construction  which  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  has  put  upon  this  will.  The  first  argument  in  support  of 
a  different  construction  is,  that  the  bequest  to  the  children  of 
CcUherine  Bayner  being  only  given  in  the  contingent  event  of  her 
leaving  issue,  therefore  only  the  children  who  were  living  when 
the  contingency  happened  would  take.  That  argument  would  go 
to  a  great  extent,  and  affect  many  decisions,  affirming,  as  it  must, 
the  principle  that  where  there  is  a  gift  to  a  class  upon  a  contingent 
event,  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  contingency  determines  the 
individuals  composing  the  class.  That  is  not  the  rule,  f  Another 
argument  was,  that  there  is  no  bequest  except  in  the  direction  to 
pay.  But  Sir  James  Wigram  has  well  laid  down  the  rule  with 
reference  to  questions  of  this  description  in  BvU  v.  PriicJuird  (2). 
He  there  says,  *  There  are  two  classes  of  cases,  under  one  or  the 
other  of  which  the  present  case  must  fall.  One  class  is  where  the 
devise  is  to  a  party  at  a  given  age,  and  the  property  is  given  over 
if  the  devisee  dies  under  that  age.  The  other  is  where  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  devisee  is  such  as  to  make  the  given  age  part  of  that 
description.  In  cases  of  the  former  class  the  Court  has  discovered 
an  intention  expressed  in  the  will  that  the  first  devisee  shall  take 
all  that  the  testator  has  to  give  except  what  he  has  given  to  the 
devisee  over;  and  in  order  to  give  effect  to  that  intention  has 
held,  by  force  of  the  language  of  the  will,  that  the  first  devise  was 
not  contingent,  but  vested,  subject  to  be  divested  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  the  event  upon  which  the  property  is  given  over :  Phippa 
V.  Akers  (3).  In  the  second  class,  the  Court  has  held  the  devise 
contingent,  upon  the  ground  that  no  one  could  claim  who  could 
not  predicate  of  himself  that  he  was  of  the  age  required — ^that 
otherwise  he  did  not  answer  the  entire  description':  Feding  v. 

(1)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  612.  (2)  5  Hare,  567,  571. 

(3)  9C1.&  F.683;  4  Man.  &  G.1107;  3CI.&F.7:«. 
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y.-C.  H.     AUen  (1)."    In  this  case  the  gift  to  the  children,  in  the  event  of 

1S75       the  parent  leaving  issue,  is  absolute  upon  their  attaining  twenty- 

^^       one,  and  the  description  of  the  children  who  are  to  take  is  not 

Oblbrae*b    qualified.     Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  fact  of  there  being  a  gift 

Trusts,      over,  as  in  the  present  case ;  it  is  only  a  provision  for  a  particular 

event- 

Another  case  in  favour  of  this  yiew  is  M*Laehlan  v.  TaM  (2); 
there  there  was  a  gift  to  two  persons,  E.  A.  and  8»  (?.» for  their  lives, 
and  if  either  should  die  without  leaving  issue  upon  trust  for  the 
survivor  for  life ;  but  if  either  should  die  leaving  issue,  then  one 
moiety  to  the  children  of  M  A.^  and  one  moiety  to  the  children  of 
8. 0.f  ''and  to  their  respective  heirs,  executors^  and  assigns  as  tenants 
in  common,  the  said  children  to  become  beneficially  interested  on 
the  death  of  their  respective  parents.''  There  it  was  held,  aflSmung 
the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  that  the  children  of  R  A. 
and  8.  O.  acquired  vested  interests  respectively  on  their  births, 
and  not  upon  the  death  of  their  respective  parents.  That  is  to 
say,  that  although  it  was  only  a  gift  to  them  if  the  parent  should 
die  leaving  issue,  that  still  all  were  entitled  to  take,  whether  they 
survived  their  own  parent  or  not,  if  any  one  survived  the  parent 
That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  present  case.  There  is  a  trust  for 
the  children,  although  upon  a  contingency  that  some  one  child 
should  survive.    I  therefore  take  the  words  as  I  find  them. 

I  think  the  reasoning  upon  the  subject  of  the  provision  for  the 
issue,  and  the  other  arguments  founded  upon  the  context^  are  not 
sufficient  to  outweigh  what  is  the  plain  interpretation  of  the  trust 
for  the  children.  All  beyond  is  speculative,  and  insufficient  to 
take  away  and  detract  from  the  clear  meaning  of  the  words  of 
the  trust  for  the  children.  Therefore  there  must  be  a  declaration 
to  that  effect. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  8hepheard  dt  8an8  ;  Messrs.  Baker,  Folder^  & 
Upperton  ;  Messrs.  Ilife,  Russell,  <&  lUffe. 

(1)  5  Hare,  573.  (2)  30  L.  J.  (Ch.)  276,     ; 
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WATSON  V.  WOODMAN.  v.^.  n. 

[1872    W.    191.]  J^ 

Fartnerahipf  Dissolution  qf—'D^t  due  from  Solieitors  and  Oenercd  Agents  to  ^     ' 

Clieni^^Part  payment  hy  continuing  Partner — Statutes  qf  Limitation — 
Eocpren  Trust — Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act^  1856. 

After  a  dissolntion  of  partnership,  by  which  the  continniog  partner 
covenanted  inter  alia  to  pay  the  debts  and  to  pay  the  retiring-  partner  a 
sum  equal  to  half  the  next  half-year's  pro6t8 : — 

Edd^  that  part- payment  of  a  debt  by  the  continuing  partner  during  the 
said  half-year  could  not  be  set  up  against  the  retiring  partner  aa  an  answer  to 
the  Statutes  of  Limitation : 

Bdd,  also,  that  though  the  debt  was  from  solicitors  to  a  client  in  respect 
of  moneys  received,  there  was  no  express  trust  to  exclude  the  operation  of 
the  statutes. 

William  J.  p.  WATSON,  who  died  on  the  29th  of  December, 
1870,  by  his  will,  dated  the  19th  of  November,  1869,  after  appoint-  « 

ing  the  Defendants  Edward  T.  Bow  and  Benjamin  Woodman 
trustees  and  executors  thereof,  devised  and  bequeathed  to  his 
brother  Bdbert  Watson  (the  Plaintifi)  for  life  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  all  his  daughters  as 
tenants  in  common,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  (the  testator's) 
right  heirs.  The  testator  directed  that  Benjamin  Woodman 
should,  notwithstanding  his  being  a  trustee,  be  entitled  to  charge 
for  all  professional  business  done  by  him  with  reference  to  the 
trusts  of  the  will. 

The  Defendants  WiUiam  Woodman  and  Benjamin  Woodm^an 
carried  on  business  in  partnership  as  attorneys  and  solicitors  at 
Morpeth  from  the  year  1857  to  the  1st  of  June,  1866.  For 
several  years  prior  and  down  to  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  WiUiam  and 
Benjamin  Woodman  were  employed  by  the  testator  as  his  soli- 
citors and  general  agents,  and  from  that  date  Benjamin  Woodman 
continued  to  be  so  employed  by  and  to  act  for  the  testator  down  to 
his  death.  In  the  course  and  as  part  of  such  employment 
William  and  Benjamin  Woodman  received  divers  large  sums  of 
money  on  account  of  the  testator,  to  be  held  by  them  for  him  and 
to  be  applied  as  he  should  from  time  to  time  direct^  and  in  par- 
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T.-0.  H.     ticular  they  on  the  18th  of  NoTember^  1865|  received  for  him  a 
1875       sum  of  £5000,  which  the  testator  had  borrowed  on  mortgage  from 

Watson  the  Equitcihle  Bevemanary  Loan  Investment  Soeiety^  and  in  that 
WoOTMAjf  ^^^  ^^  following  month  they  received  for  him  other  sums,  amonnt- 
*-— '  ing  in  the  aggregate  to  upwards  of  £1032,  from  divers  persons. 
They  made  payments  out  of  the  moneys  so  received  by  them  to 
and  by  the. direction  of  the  testator,  by  means  of  which,  and  of  the 
retention  of  a  sum  of  £210  lOs.  for  costs,  the  moneys  in  their 
hands  in  respect  of  such  sums  were  reduced  to  the  sum  of 
£1590  125.  5i.  The  last  payment  in  respect  of  such  sums  was 
made  by  a  cheque  for  £300  drawn  by  Benjamin  Woodman  in 
^  favour  of  the  testator  on  the  20th  of  July,  1866,  and  paid  by  the 
bankers  of  Benjamin^  out  of  moneys  standing  to  his  credit,  on  the 
following  day.  This  bill  was  iiled  on  the  20th  of  July,  1872,  for 
an  account  of  all  dealings  and  transactions  of  William  Woodman 
and  Benjamin  Woodman^  as  solicitors  and  agents  of  the  testator, 
down  to  the  Ist  of  June,  1866,  and  of  all  moneys  received  by 
them  respectively  for  or  on  his  account  down  to  that  date,  and  of 
the  application  thereof,  and  for  payment  of  what  might  be  found 
due  from  them. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  expressed  to  be 
made  between  William  Woodman  of  the  one  part  and  Benjamin 
Woodman  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  articles  of  partner- 
ship dated  ,.the  1st  of  January,  1857,  for  twenty-one  years,  that  it 
had  been  agreed  that  William  Woodman  should  retire  from  the 
profession  of  attomey^and  solicitor,  and  that  the  partnership  should 
be  dissolved  upon  the  terms  therein  contained,  it  was  witnessed 
that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  and  in  consideration  of  the 
covenants  therein  contained,  they  did  mutually  dissolve  and 
determine  the  partnership  from  that  date,  and  did  release  each 
other  from  all  the  covenants  and  provisions  of  the  indenture  of 
partnership.  It  was  agreed  between  them  that  all  the  office  fuini- 
ture,  law  and  other  books,  and  all  papers,  and  also  the  goodwill  of 
the  business,  should  become  the  exclusive  property  of  Benjamin, 
and  that  all  the  credits  and  book  debts  of  the  partnership  should 
with  all  convenient  speed  be  collected  and  got  in  by  him ;  and  he 
should  in  the  first  place  thereout  pay  and  dischai^e  all  debts  and 
liabilities  owing  or  incurred  by  him  and  William  Woodman  in 
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respect  of  the  partnership,  and  should  pay  to^  William  Woodman     yjQ^  h. 
snch  sum  of  money  as  should  be  due  to  him  under  the  indenture       1375 
of  1857,  and  should  retain  the  residue  for  his  own  benefit ;  and     ^^^^^^ 
Benjamin  Woodman  expressly  agreed  that  either  out  of  the  credits         «• 
and  book  debts,  or  out  of  his  own  proper  moneys,  all  the  debts  and        ._ 
liabilities  owing  or  incurred  by  the  partnership  should  be  paid 
and  discharged  before  the  31st  of  December,  1866. 

Benjamin  Woodman  covenanted  that  he  would,  on  or  before 
the  1st  of  March,  1867,  pay  William  all  such  sums  of  money  as 
should  be  due  to  him  under  the  indenture  of  1857,  and  also  a 
sum  equivalent  to  one  moiety  of  the  net  profits  made  by  him  in 
carrying  on  the  business  and  matters  before  carried  on  by  the 
partnership  between  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  and  the  31st  of 
December,  1866 ;  and  also  that  all  the  debts  and  moneys  appear- 
ing  to  be  due  and  owing  to  the  partnership  by  the  books  thereof, 
as  well  as  all  moneys  to  become  due  before  the  Slst  December, 
1866,  for  the  business  to  be  carried  on  by  Benjamin,  should  be 
guaranteed  by  him  and  accounted  for  in  full ;  and  further,  that 
Benjamin  would,  as  from  the  1st  of  January,  1867,  during  the 
joint  lives  of  himself  and  William,  pay  to  William,  or  his  assigns, 
the  yearly  sum  of  £500  by  equal  quarterly  payments ;  the  first 
payment  to  be  made  on.  the  Ist  of  April,  1867,  if  William  should 
be  then  living;  that  if  Benjamin  should  survive  William  he 
would,  during  the  term  of  five  years  from  the  death  of  William,  if 
Benjamin  should  so  long  live,  pay  WiUiam's  executors  the  yearly 
sum  of  £200  by  equal  quarterly  payments ;  and  that  during  the 
life  of  William,  Benjamin  should  take  no  partner  without  the 
consent  in  writing  of  William,  and  that  before  any  person  should 
become  a  partner  with  Benjamin,  either  during  the  life  of  William 
or  within  five  years  after  his  death,  such  person  should  enter  into 
a  covenant  with  William,  his  executois,  or  administrators,  for  the 
performance  of  all  such  covenants  therein  contained  on  the  part 
of  Benjamin  as  should  be  then  unfulfilled ;  and  also,  that  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  Benjamin  no  person  should  be  entitled  to 
the  papers  and  goodwill  of  the  business,  either  of  the  partners 
or  of  Benjamin  solely,  without  the  like  consent,  and  in  like 
manner  entering  into  such  covenant;  and  that  in  the  event  of 
Tlunnae  Benjamin  Woodman,  son  of  William,  and  then  an  articled 
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y.-G.  H.     clerk  with  the  parties,  being  admitted  as  an  attorney  and  soli- 

1875       citor  within  twelve  months  after  the  expiration  of  his  articles, 

YfATBoxf     he  should  be  admitted  to  one-fourth  share  of  the  business  for 

Woodman.    ^^^^^  years,  and  then  to  one-third  share,  provided  WiUiam,  if 

living,  should  give  up  one-third  of  his  yearly  sum  of  £500 ;  but 

that  covenant  was  in  no  way  to  affect  the  yearly  sum  of  £200  ; 
and  further,  that  WiUiam,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  have  a  lien 
or  charge  on  Benjamin's  share  of  the  credits  and  book  debts  of  the 
partnership,  and  also  on  the  future  credits  and  book  debts  of 
Benjamin^  in  respect  of  the  business  carried  on  by  him,  for  the 
annuities  and  other  moneys  covenanted  to  be  paid  by  him ;  and 
also  that  William  should  at  all  times  have  free  access  to  all  the 
books,  deeds,  and  papers  then  belonging  to  or  in  the  possession  of 
the  parties  thereto  as  partners. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  18th  of  April,  18G7,  made  between 
William  Woodman  (described  as  of  Morpeth^  attorney  and  solicitor) 
of  the  one  part,  and  Benjamin  Woodm<in  of  the  other  part,  after 
reciting  the  partnership  indenture  of  January,  1857,  and  the  inden- 
ture of  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  and  that  upon  taking  the  accounts 
of  the  partnership  it  had  been  found  that  Benjamin  had  drawn  out 
of  the  assets  for  his  own  use  to  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  sums  in 
excess  of  his  share  of  the  profits ;  that  WiUiam  had  left  in  the  part- 
nership sums  which  had  become  due  to  him  on  account  of  his  share 
of  the  profits ;  that  the  debts  and  moneys  appearing  to  be  due  and 
owing  to  the  partnership  on  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  had  been  found 
to  have  been  to  a  great  extent  already  received  by  Benjamin,  or 
to  be  irrecoverable,  and  that  there  would  arise  on  that  account  a 
large  deficiency ;  that  it  had  been  found  that  the  debts  and  liabi- 
lities owing  by  the  partnership  on  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  exceeded 
the  amount  then  appearing  by  the  books;  and  that  Benjamin, 
having  been  wholly  unable  out  of  his  own  moneys  to  discharge, 
before  the  Slst  of  December,  1866,  such  debts  and  liabilities,  and 
the  assets  of  the  partnership  being  wholly  insufficient  to  dischai^ 
the  same,  Benjamin  had  applied  to  WiUiam  to  discharge  such  of 
the  same  as  were  required  and  proper  to  be  discharged  out  of  his 
moneys,  which  he  had  agreed  to  do  upon  having  certain  altera- 
tions of  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  June,  1866,  made,  and  snch 
additional  security  for  the  payment  of  the  sums  due  and  to  become 
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due  from  Benjamin  on  the  partnership  account,  and  under  the  V.-C.H. 
deed  of  June,  1866,  as  was  therein  contained ;  and  after  reciting  1875 
that,  under  the  circumstances  therein  appearing,  Benjamin  was  Watson 
bound  to  pay  to  WiUiam,  upon  the  partnership  account,  the  sum  w^qodmak. 
of  £3679  18s.  2d.;  that  the  annuity  to  William  was  wholly  in  — 
arrear ;  and  that  William  had  advanced  to  Benjamin,  since  the 
1st  of  June,  1866,  sums  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  the  business 
amounting  to  £630,  and  that  William  had  made  further  payments 
out  of  his  own  moneys,  in  respect  of  the  partnership  liabilities, 
amounting  to  £544  178.  2d.,  and  it  was  apprehended  that  it  would 
be  necessary  for  him  to  make  further  payments  on  the  said  account, 
and  to  make  to  Benjamin  farther  advances  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  his  business.  Benjamin  covenanted  with  William  to 
pay  on  demand  to  him,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  sum  of  £4309  ISa.  2d., 
with  interest  at  £4  per  cent,  and  also  all  further  moneys  which 
might  be  found  to  be  due  from  him  to  William  on  the  partnership 
account,  and  under  the  deed  of  June,  1866;  and  it  was  agreed 
that  in  the  event  of  breach  by  Benjamin  of  any  of  the  covenants, 
all  the  office  furniture,  boobi,  and  papers  belonging  to  the  part- 
nership should  not  be  the  property  of  Benjamin,  but  the  exclusive 
property  of  WiUiam;  that  the  goodwill  of  the  business  carried  on 
by  the  partnership  should  not  be  the  property  of  Benjamin,  but 
should  be  the  exclusive  property  of  William,  and  that  WiUiam 
should  be  at  liberty  to  carry  on  the  business  of  an  attorney  and 
solicitor  at  Morpeth  as  from  the  25th  of  December,  1866.  Ben- 
jamin undertook  to  keep  proper  books  of  account,  and  to  allow 
WiUiam  to  have  access  to  them ;  and  there  were  stipulations  that 
Benjamin  should  not  sell  his  business,  or  any  interest  therein,  with- 
out WiUiam'e  consent  in  writing ;  that  WiUiam  might,  in  case  of 
breach  by  Benjamin  of  any  of  his  covenants,  sell  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  business  carried  on  by  Benjamin,  and  receive  the  pur- 
chase-money for  the  same,  and  that  nothing  therein  contained 
should  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  constitute  WiUiam  a 
partner  with  Benjamin  in  his  business,  or  to  make  him  liable  to 
other] persons  for  any  liabilities  to  be  incurred  hy  Benjamin  in 
carrying  on  the  business.  Since  the  execution  of  the  deed  of 
April,  1867,  WiUiam  had  carried  on  business  as  an  attorney  and 
solicitor  at  Morpeth.    Benjamin  made  default  in  payment  to  Wil- 
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Y.-0.  H.     liam  of  the  moneys  covenanted  to  be  paid  to  him,  and  thereupon 

1875        WMiam  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  office  furniture  and  all  the 

Watiov     books  and  papers  belonging  to  the  partnership  on  the  1st  of  June, 

_  ^'  1866,  and  attempted  to  take  possession ;  but  Benjamin  disputed 

the  right  of  WtUiatn  to  do  so,  and  an  arrangement  was  come  to 

between  them,  which  was  carried  out  by  a  deed  dated  the  24th  of 
December,  1870,  and  by  which,  after  reciting  in  effect  the  three 
previous  deeds  of  January,  1857,  June,  1866,  and  April,  1867,  and 
inter  alia,  that  there  were  certain  sums  due  by  Benjamin  to  William, 
and  that  Benjamin  had  not  performed  his  covenants,  Benjamin 
•covenanted  vrith  William  that  he  would  pay  and  discharge  all 
debts  and  accounts  (if  any)  then  due  or  owing,  or  which  might 
become  due  or  owing,  in  any  manner  for  or  on  account  of  the  part- 
nership, and  also  that  he  would  indenmify  William  for  all  such 
partnership  debts  and  accounts. 

Benjamin  Woodman,  who  had  died  since  the  institution  of  the 
■suit,  by  his  answer  stated  that  William  Woodman  and  himself, 
from  the  29th  of  December,  1863,  down  to  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership  (t.6.,  about  two  years  and  five  months),  acted  as  the 
solicitors  and  as  the  general  agents  or  as  agents  of  the  testator, 
4ind  during  that  period  they  received  and  (including  a  payment  of 
•a  sum  of  £300  made  on  the  20th  of  July,  1866,  which  was  a  pay- 
ment made  on  account  of  the  firm)  they  paid  on  his  account 
several  sums  of  money  mentioned  in  an  account  set  forth  in  a 
schedule  to  the  answer ;  and  that  it  was  the  fact  that,  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  the  sum  of  £1590  128.  5(2.,  and  no  more,  remained 
due  and  owing  to  him  from  them  on  account  of  the  partnership 
•debt,  and  that  the  same  still  remained  due  and  owing  to  the 
•estate  of  the  testator  from  William  Woodman  and  himsell 

In  the  pleadings  a  letter,  written  on  the  6th  of  April,  1872,  by 
William  Woodman  to  his  solicitor  at  that  time,  was  set  forth.    It 
and  the  evidence  in  the  cause  are  sufficiently  referred  to  in  the 
judgment. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kekewich,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

First :  Under  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  testator  and  the 
^rm  an' express  trust  was  created  of  the  moneys  received  by  B, 
and  W.  Woodman,  and  the  Statutes  of  Limitations  are  excluded : 
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Burdieh  v.  Oarrick  (1).    Secondly :  The  payment  by  Benjamin  of     V.-a  H. 
£300  on  the  21st  of  July,  I8669  was  a  payment  on  behalf  of  himself       1875 
and  William,  as  appears  from  the  entire  transaction :  Watson  t.      Watbok 
Peara  (2) ;  Bobinson  y.  WaddingUm  (3) ;  Beg.  v.  Justices  of  Detby^    WoowiAir. 

shire  (4)  ;  Fisher^ s  Harrison's  Digest  (5) ;  Winter  t.  Innes  (6) ;       

Way  y.  Basselt  (7) ;  Lindley  on  Partnership  (8).  Lastly :  The  part- 
nership was  not  really  dissolved  till  December,  1866,  for  William 
retained  his  profits  to  that  date ;  and  it  follows  that  the  payment 
was  on  account  of  both  partners,  and  is  aa  answer  to  the  statute. 

They  also  referred  to  Lindley  on  Partnership  (9);  Clayton's 
Case  (10) ;  Simeon  y.  Inyham  (11) ;  Mills  y.  Fowkes  (12) ;  City  Dis^ 
count  Company  y.  McLean  (13),  and  submitted  that  they  did  not 
govern  this  case,  as  here  there  was  not  a  continuing  account  after 
the  payment  of  the  £300. 

Mr.  Mdhold,  for  Miss  Watson,  interested  under  the  will  of  the 
testator  in  remainder,  supported  the  PlaintiflTs  case. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chishdm  Batten,  for  the  Defendant, 
William  Woodman: — 

The  Statutes  of  Limitation  (21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  s.  3 ;  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
o.  42,  s.  3 ;  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  20)  are  an  answer  to  this 
claim,  and  a  complete  bar  in  respect  of  any  balance  due  to  the 
testator  on  the  1st  of  June,  1866.  We  also  rely  upon  the  14th 
section  of  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  1856,  which  enacts, 
in  reference  to  those  statutes,  that  when  there  are  two  or  more 
co-contractors  or  co-debtors,  whether  bound  or  liable  jointly  only, 
or  jointly  and  severally,  or  executors  or  administrators  of  any 
contractor,  no  such  co-contractor  or  co-debtor,  executor,  or  adminis- 
trator, shall  lose  the  benefit  of  the  said  enactments,  or  any  of 
them,  80  as  to  be  chargeable  in  respect  or  by  reason  only  of  pay- 
ment of  any  principal,  interest,  or  other  money,  by  any  other  or 

(1)  Law.  Rep.  5  Ch.  233.  (7)  5  Hare,  66. 

(2)  2  Camp.  294.  (8)  3rd  Ed.  478,  note  476, 

(3)  13  Q.  B.  763.  (9)  Vol.  i.  p.  442. 

(4)  7  Ibid.  193.  (10)  1  Mcr.  608. 

(5)  Vol.  iv.  8322,  tt  aeq.  (U)  2  B.  &  C.  65. 

^6)  4  My.  &  Cr.  101.  (12)  6  Bing.  N.  0.  435.   ' 

(13)  Uw  Rep.  9  0.  P.  69:-699. 
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T.-C  H.     others  of  sndi  co-contractors  or  co-debtors,  executors,  or  adminis- 

1875       trators.    Looking  at  the  state  of  the  law  as  it  existed  before 

Watson     1856,  and  at  the  alteration  made  in  it  by  that  Act,  the  payment 

WooDXAK.    ^^  ^^^  £300  cannot  be  considered  as  a  payment  made  by  William 

Woodman,  or  as  a  payment  made  by  Benjamin  as  the  agent  of 

WilUam.    The  observation  in  Mr.  Lindleif's  book  is  the  only  thing 
that  could  be  relied  upon  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Burdick  v.  Oarriek  (1)  was  quite  distinct  from  the  present  case, 
as  that  was  one  of  a  power  of  attorney  to  sell  property,  and  to 
invest  the  proceeds.  There  was  really  no  fiduciary  relation  between 
the  parties,  as  is  shewn  by  the  decisions  in  Nair  t.  Bromley  (2), 
In  re  Hindmarah  (3),  and  Foley  t.  HiU  (4).  The  same  doctrine 
is-  applicable  to  bankers  and  solicitors,  as  it  is  a  very  common 
thing  for  solicitors  to  act  as  quasi  bankers.  Co-contractors  of 
every  kind  are  within  the  statute,  and  part  payment  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  take  a  debt  out  of  it,  unless  it  can  be  inferred  that 
it  amounted  to  an  implied  promise  to  pay  the  residue  of  the 
debt :  Jackson  v.  Woolley  (5)  ;  Tanner  v.  Smart  (6)  ;  Morgan  v. 
Bowlands  (7). 

[They  also  referred  to  Bolfe  v.  Flower  (8).] 

Mr.  Cozens-Hardy  appeared  for  the  Defendant  Bow^  and  asked 
for  his  costs  as  against  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  in  reply. 

Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

William  J.  P.  Watson,  deceased,  who,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
suit,  must  be  taken  to  be  duly  represented  by  the  Plaintiff,  and 
who  may  be  conveniently  referred  to  as  the  testator,  was  a  client 
of  a  firm  of  solicitors  consisting  of  William  Woodman  and  his  son 
Benjamin  Woodman.  The  firm  received  moneys  on  account  of  the 
testator,  and  was,  when  the  firm  dissolved  partnership,  whick  it 
did  on  the  1st  of  June,  1866,  indebted  to  the  testator  in  respect 
of  such  moneys  in  a  considerable  sum. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  233.  (6)  8  E.  &  B.  778. 

(2)  2  Ph.  354.  (6)  6  B.  &  C.  608. 

(3)  1  Br.  &  Sm.  129.  (7)  Law  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  493-498. 
(4;  2  H.  L.  C.  28.  (8)  Ibid.  1  P.  0. 27-44. 


V. 
WoODMAir. 
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[The  Vice-Cbanoellor  referred  to  the  provisions  of  the  indenture     V.-O.  H. 
of  dissolution  of  partnership,  and  continued : — ]  1875 

The  two  partners  subsequently  altered  their  arrangements^  and  wInoN 
in  reference  thereto  two  other  deeds,  dated  in  April,  1867,  and 
December,  1870,  were  executed.  By  the  deed  of  1867  it  was,  in 
effect,  stated,  amongst  other  things  not  important  for  the  purposes 
of  this  suit,  that  the  partnership  assets  were  insufficient  to  pay  the 
partnership  liabilities,  that  Benjamin  had  not  been  able  to  pay 
them  out  of  his  moneys,  that  WiUiam  had  made  large  advances  for 
that  purpose,  and  that  it  was  apprehended  it  would  be  necessary  for 
him  to  make  further  payments  on  that  account. 

The  Plaintiff  has  contended  that  the  arrangement  in  June,  1866, 
was  such  as  not  to  amount  to  a  complete  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship ;  and  further,'  that  the  two  partners  acted  so  as  that  for  the 
purposes  of  this  suit  they  should  be  deemed  to  have  continued 
partners ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  there  was  a  complete  dissolu- 
tion of  partnership,  at  least  as  regards  any  right  of  Benjamin  to  do 
anything  to  the  detriment  of  WiUiam  in  reference  to  the  then 
existing  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  partnership,  and  I  do  not  think 
it  is  made  out  that  the  two  parties  have  so  acted  that  they  should 
for  the  purposes  of  this  suit  be  deemed  to  have  continued  partners. 
The  Plaintiff  seeks  in  this  suit  to  recover  from  WiUiam  the  sum 
owing  from  the  firm  to  the  testator,  as  I  have  before  stated,  less 
a  sum  of  £300  paid  as  afterwards  mentioned.  William  relies  on 
the  Statutes  of  Limitation  as  a  bar  te  the  Plaintiffs  claim.  To 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statutes,  the  Plaintiff  relies  on  a  payment 
of  £300  made  by  Benjamin  on  the  21st  of  July,  1866.  Wittiam 
says  that  such  payment  does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  statutes, 
fle  says  that  sect.  14  of  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  1856, 
applies,  and  that  Benjamin  after  the  dissolution  could  not  deprive 
his  co-debtor  (WiUiam)  of  the  benefit  of  that  statute.  There 
was  an  endeavour  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to  meet  this  con- 
tention of  WiUiam  by  the  argument  that  the  payment  of  the 
£300  ought  to  be  deemed  to  be  a  payment  by  the  two  partners, 
although  made  by  the  hand  of  Benjamin,  and  that  the  position 
of  Benjamin  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  1866,  taken 
in  connection  with  the  statement  in  Benjamin's  answer,  sup- 

VoL.  XX.  BE  2 
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V.-aH.     ported  such  oontention.     It  appears  to  me  that  this  endeavour 

1S76       to  meet  the  defence  of  the  statutes  cannot  prevail.     The  deed 

^^^^^     does  not  purport  to  constitute  Benjamin  the  agent  of  Wtlliam 

—  be  taken  to  have  been  a  payment  by  Benjamin  solely  in  respect 
of  his  obligations  under  the  deed  of  1866.  Benjamin  has  in 
his  answer,  treated  the  payment  as  a  payment  on  account  of  the 
firm,  and  as  on  account  of  the  partnership  debt,  which  in  a  sense 
it  was,  there  being,  undoubtedly,  a  debt  from  the  two  partners  to 
the  testator ;  but  it  was  not,  I  conceive,  a  payment  by  Bei^aminf 
as  WSliam'e  agent,  expressly  or  impliedly  constituted  to  make  the 
payment  To  hold  otherwise  would,  it  seems  to  me,  be  to  dis- 
regard the  clear  and  express  words  of  the  14th  section  of  the 
Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  1856,  and  to  render  inoperative 
that  statute  as  regards  one  class  of  co-debtors,  viz.,  persons  who 
while  partners  become  co-debtors,  and  have  [ceased  to  be  partners. 
If  while  the  partnership  subsisted  each  partner  could  and  should 
be  deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  other  to  make  payments,  so  as 
to  exclude  the  operation  of  the  statute,  such  agency,  I  consider, 
terminated  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership ;  no  such  agency 
being  by  the  deed  of  dissolution  expressly  or  necessarily  or  other- 
wise impliedly  created.  During  the  partnership  the  Mercantile 
Law  Amendment  Ad  was,  I  consider,  inapplicable,  payments  made 
by  either  partner  being  payments  of  the  firm.  But  on  the  partner- 
ship determining,  payments  by  one  could  only  be  the  payments 
of  both  the  persons  who  had  been  partners  by  proof  of  such  one 
being  authorized  to  make  the  payments  as  the  payments  of  the 
other.  As  regards  the  statements  in  Benjamin^a  answer  which 
bear  upon  this,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  they  are  not  very  clear 
and  explanatory  in  their  terms ;  and  although  the  Plaintiff  in- 
cluded such  answers  in  the  evidence,  of  the  reading  of  which,  as 
against  William^  he  gave  WiUiam  notice,  it  is  not,  I  think,  unim- 
portant, in  estimating  the  weight  of  the  evidence  contained  in  such 
answers,  to  bear  in  mind  that  Benjam^in  is  dead,  and  has  not  been 
cross-examined ;  and  it  must  be  remembered  that  William  swears 
that  he  never,  after  the  dissolution,  directly  or  indirectly,  paid  any- 
thing to  the  testator  on  account  of  the  partnership  debt    The 
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^cases  of  Thomj^ion  v.  WaUhman  (1)  and  Bridow  v.  MiUer  (2)  sap-     v. jo,  h. 
port  the  yiew  I  haTO  taken ;  and  the  former  of  these  cases  I  oon-        1375 
sider  an  important  authority  as  to  this,  although  it  has  since,  in     -sr^ia 
j€tehon  y.  WodUey  (3)  and  other  cases,  been  held  that  the  Vice-    _  *• 
Ohancellor  took  an  erroneous  Tiew  in  holding  the  Act  of  Parlia-        — 
ment  to  be  retrospective.    In  Bridow  y.  Miller ^  Oramptan^  J.,  said : 
^  KUgcm  y.  Fifdywn  (4)  is  a  clear  authority  to  shew  that  after  a 
partnership  is  dissolyed  one  of  the  late  firm  cannot  by  his  act  or 
admission  inyolve  his  co-partner  in  any  new  legal  liabilily.    In 
that  case  one  partner  had  upon  a  dissolution  been  appointed  to 
liquidate  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  but  it  was  held  that  any 
4U3knowledgment  of  debt  by  him  would  not  affect  the  other  partner. 
The  acknowledgment  was  referred  to  the  new  capacity  of  the 
partner  as  manager  to  wind  up  the  concern."    It  does  not  appear 
that  the  £300  was  in  fact  paid  out  of  partnership  assets  collected  by 
Benjamin.    Indeed,  I  think  it  is  to  be  inferred  from  paragraph  11 
of  the  bill,  from  the  banking-book  of  Benjamin  (which  was  pro- 
-duced),  and  from  what  appears  in  the  deeds  as  to  the  sources  from 
which  payments  had  been  made,  that  it  was  not.    At  all  events, 
the  Plaintiff  has  not  proved  that  it  was  so  paid.   I  do  not  say  that, 
had  he  proved  so,  this  would  have  sustained  his  bill. 

It  was  attempted  to  get  rid  of  the  effect  of  the  Statutes  of  Limi- 
tation by  saying  that  they  do  not  apply  to  cases  like  the  present, 
there  being,  it  is  said,  a  fiduciary  relation  amounting  to  a  trust 
Bwdieh  v.  Oarriek  (5)  was  cited  as  to  this,  but  that  case,  I  thinh^ 
•depended  on  the  special  nature  of  the  deed  under  which  moneys 
were  to  be  received  and  invested,  and  the  case  of  In  re  Hind- 
marsh  (6)  is  an  authority  that  the  relation  of  trustee  and  eesiui  que 
irtut  does  not  ordinarily  exist  between  solicitor  and  client,  although 
the  solicitor  may  have  received  moneys  from  or  for  the  client. 

It  was  further  attempted  to  get  rid  of  the  statute  by  saying  that 

William  had  given  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  which  would 

take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.    This  alleged  acknowledgment 

was  contained  in  a  letter  written  to  his  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of 

(1)  3  Drew.  628.  (4)  1  H.  B.  165. 

(2)  11  Lr.  L.  Bep.  461.  (5)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  233. 

(3)  8  E.  &  B.  778.  (6)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  129. 

S  E  2  2 
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y.-O.  H.     being,  as  is  alleged,  commanicated  to  the  testator,  and  wluch  it  is 

1875       said  was  so  commanicated.    I  consider  that  the  letter,  whether  i^ 

Watbqs     ^  ro^  alone  or  in  conj auction  with  the  evidence  as  to  it,  was  not 

sent  to  the  solicitor  for  the  alleged  parpose,  and  that  this  oontentioiv 

fails. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  me,  having  regard  to  what  I  have  already 
said,  to  consider  the  farther  contention  of  Wittiam*8  counsel,  that 
if  the  £300  should  be  deemed  to  be  his  payment,  certain  other 
sums  paid  by  Benjamin  to  the  testator,  which,  it  was  said,  appear, 
or  at  all  events  upon  an  account  being  taken  would,  it  was  said,, 
appear,  to  be  more  than  the  amount  of  the  PlaintifiTs  claim,  should 
also,  especially  having  regard  to  BenjamMs  obligations  under  the 
dissolution  deed,  be  considered  to  be  payments  on  account  of  the 
partnership  debt ;  nor  whether,  as  was  contended  by  the  Plaintiff,, 
such  other  sums  were  in  fact  paid,  or  if  in  fact  paid,  should,  under 
the  circumstances,  be  deemed  to  have  been  paid  in  respect  of  new 
dealings  and  transactions  between  Benjamin  and  the  testator, 
leaving  the  partnership  debt  unsatisfied  except  to  the  extent  of 
the  £300. 

Nor  is  it  necessary  for  me  to  consider  whether,  as  was  contended 
on  behalf  of  WiUiam,  the  testator  accepted  Benjamin  as  his  sole 
debtor,  and  thus  released  William. 

On  the  whole,  I  consider  that  the  Plaintiff  has  not  made  out  his 
case,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs  as  regards 
William  Woodman  and  Edward  Thomas  Bow,  who  is  a  formal 
party  as  executor  of  the  testator. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Chregory,  BotocUffes,  dtBawle;  Mr.  Epans;, 
Messrs.  E.  Mltw  dt  Leadbiiter. 
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J&  ijarfe  ROBERTSON.    In  ra  MORTON.  o.J.b. 

JSankruptey-^urkdietum^Fareign  Creditor  resident  Abroad^Effed  if  Proving  W5 

BtUr-'Nciice  of  Motion— Service  out  of  Jurisdiction—  Waiver  of  Irregularity  j^^y  24  ; 

—Bankruptcy  Jet,  1869  (32  ifc  83  Vict.  c.  71),  ss.  2,  72-76— JJonArtipicy  June  7.* 
SuieSf  1870,  r.  50. 

A  foreign  creditor,  residing  ont  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy, by  proving  a  debt  in  a  bankruptcy  or  liquidation,  brings  himself 
within  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Ck)ttrt  as  to  tiie  administratlQn  of  the 
estate,  just  as  if  he  were  rending  within  it.  An  order  can  therefore  be  made 
on  him  to  restore  property  of  the  bankrupt  ot  debtor  improperly  in  his 
possession. 

A  notice  of  motion  was  served  out  of  the  jurisdiction  on  the  Respondent. 
No  order  authorizing  the  service  had  been  obtained  from  the  Court.  The 
Bespondent  appeared  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  and  objected  to  the'juris- 
diction  of  the  Court.  On  his  objection  being  overruled,  he  asked  for  and 
obtained  an  adjournment  to  enable  him  to  answer  the  case  on  its  merits :— - 

Udd^  that  there  had  been  a  mere  irregularity  in  the  service,  and  that  it  had 
been  waived. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  New^ 
^aasUe-on-Tyne  County  Court. 

William  Morton  and  Edmund  Morton^  potato  merchants  at 
NewcasUe,  filed  a  liquidation  petition  on  the  18th  of  February, 
1874,  and  the  same  day  a  receiver  and  manager  of  their  property 
and  business  was  appointed.  At  the  first  meeting  of  the  creditors, 
on  the  13th  of  March,  1874,  the  creditors  resolved  on  a  liquidation 
by  arrangement,  and  appointed  /•  B.  Benson  and  /.  Greener 
trustees  of  the  debtors'  property. 

The  debtors  had  been  in  the  habit  of  purcbasiog  potatoes  from 
Donald  RoberUon^  a  potato  merchant,  who  resided  at  Mayfield,  in 
the  parish  of  Cupar,  in  Scotland,  and  was  a  domiciled  Scotchman, 
fie  had  no  residence  or  place  of  abode  in  England.  On  the  17th 
of  February,  1874,  the  debtors  owed  him  £367  2s.  lid.  for  pota- 
toes, and  they  sent  him  by  post  a  cheque  for  £120,  drawn  upon 
Messrs.  Lambton  db  Co.,  bankers  at  Newcastle.  He  received  this 
cheque  on  the  18th  of  February,  and  paid  it  to  his  bankers,  by 
whom  it  was  sent  the  same  day  back  to  Newcastle,  and  it  was  on 
the  19th  of  February  honoured  by  Lamhlon  <&  Co.,  who  were  then 
Ignorant  of  the  filing  of  the  liquidation  petition^ 
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O.J.B.         Bdbertsan  proved  in  the  liquidation  for  £247  2s.  lid.,  the^ 
1875        balance  remaining  due  to  him  after  giving  credit  for  the  £120 ;. 

Ezparu     ^^  proof  was  admitted  by  the  trustees,  and  on  the  27th  of  October,. 
BoBEBTsoN.    1874,  they  paid  him  a  dividend  of  is.  6d.  in  the  pound. 

Morton.  The  above-mentioned  facts  afterwards  came  to  the  knowledge  of 
—  the  trustees,  and  on  the  6th  of  March,  1875,  Bdbertsan  was  served 
at  Mayfidd  with  a  notice  of  motion  on  their  behalf,  stating  that  an 
application  would  be  made  to  the  County  Court  on  the  12th  of 
March,  for  an  order  that  he  should  repay  the  £120  to  the  trustees. 
No  order  for  service  on  him  had  been  made.  On  the  12th  of 
March,  Mr.  ThUipson^  a  solicitor  at  Newcastle^  appeared  on  behalf 
of  Bobertson^  and  objected  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
him.  The  Judge  overruled  the  objectioD,  and  Mr.  PhUipson  then 
asked  for  an  adjournment,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  then 
prepared  to  go  into  the  merits  of  the  case.  The  Judge  granted 
an  adjournment  for  a  month,  on  the  terms  of  Bobertson  paying 
£100  into  Court  within  a  fortnight,  and  also  paying  the  costs 
of  the  adjournment.  On  the  subsequent  hearing  of  the  motion 
on  the  23rd  of  April,  counsel  appeared  for  Bobertson^  and  took  the 
objection  as  to  the  jurisdiction.  The  Judge  overruled  it,  and 
BdbertsofCs  counsel  withdrew  before  the  evidence  on  the  merits 
of  the  case  was  heard.  Bobertson  had  filed  an  affidavit  in  which 
he  took  the  objection  of  want  of  jurisdiction,  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  having  no  residence  in  England^ 
and  also  deposed  to  facts  bearing,  on  the  merits  of  the  case.  The 
Judge  made  an  order  in  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  motion. 
Bobertson  appealed. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Firday  Kntght,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

An  English  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a 

domiciled  Scotchman  resident  in  Scotland.    If  this  had  not  been 

a  case  of  bankruptcy,  no  action  could  have  been  brought  in  an 

>English  Court  against  the  Appellant  to  recover  this  money ;  he 

must  have  been  sued  in  Scotland.    Sects.  66  and  72  (1)  of  the 

(1)  Sect.  65  provides  that  "  the  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of  Common 
Chi^  Judge  in  Bankruptcy  shall  have  Law  at  Westminsierf  or  by  any  Judge- 
all  the  poweis,  jurisdiction,  and  privi-  of  Her  Majesty's  High  Court  of  Chan- 
leges  possessed  by  any  Judge  of  Her  oery,  and  the  orders  of  such  jQ4g» 
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Sankrupletf  Ad,  1869,  do  not  give  the  Oonrt  of  Bankruptcy  a      o.  J.  B. 
jurisdiction  larger  than  that  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  or  one  of  the        X875 
superior  Courts  of  Common  Law.  e^I^^ 

Moreover,  the  notice  of  motion  was  not  effectually  served  on  the   Bobehetsok. 
Appellant.    In  Ex  parte  ffLoffhlm  (1)  it  was  held  that  a  debtor's     ^^^j^ 

summons  could  not  be  served  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  there  being  no       

power  given  by.  the  Act  or  the  Bules  to  effect  a  service  there,  and 
that  such  a  service,  though  made  under  an  express  order  of  the 
Court,  was  a  nullity.  This  applies  equally  to  service  of  a  notice  of 
motion  under  Bule  50  of  the  Bankruptcy  Rules,  1870  (2),  for  no 
power  is  given  to  serve  the  notice  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  the 
shortness  of  the  interval  allowed  for  service  shews  that  the  rule 
could  not  have  contemplated  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

[They  were  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Mr.  LiUle,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  GoU,  for  the  trustees : — 

The  Appellant  having  proved  and  received  a  dividend,  the  Court 
has  complete  jurisdiction  under  sect.  72  to  compel  him  to  refund 
any  part  of  the  debtors'  estate  which  is  improperly  in  his  hands. 
Sect.  74  of  the  Act  enables  the  Scotch  Courts,  which  have  juris- 
diction in  bankruptcy,  to  enforce  in  Scotland  orders  made  by  the 
English  Bankruptcy  Courts,  and  sect.  75  makes  the  English  and 
Scotch  Bankruptcy  Courts  auxiliary  to  each  other.  The  order  in 
this  case  was  rightly  made  by  the  English  Court,  but  it  must  be 


shall  be  of  the  same  force  as  if  they 
were  judgments  in  the  Superior  Courts 
of  Common  Law,  or  decrees  in  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery." 

Sectw  66 :  **  Every  Judge  of  a  local 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  shall,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act,  in  addition  to  his 
ordinary  powers  as  a  County  Court 
Judge,  have  all  the  powers  and  juris- 
diction of  a  Judge  of  Her  Majesty's 
High  Court  of  Clumcery,  and  the  orders 
of  such  Judge  may  be  enforced  ac- 
cordingly in  manner  presoribed." 

Sect.  72  provides  that,  *'  Subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  every  Court 
having  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  under 
this  Act  shall  have  full  power  to  decide 


all  questions  of  priorities,  and  all  other 
questions  whatsoever,  whether  of  law 
or  fact,  arising  in  any  case  of  bank- 
ruptcy coming  within  the  cognizance 
of  such  Court,  or  which  the  Court  may 
deem  it  expedient  or  necessary  to  decide 
for  the  purpose  of  doing  complete  justice, 
or  making  a  complete  distribution  of 
property  in  any  such  case." 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  406. 

(2)  Rule  60  provides  that  a  notice  of 
motion  must  be  *' served  upon  the 
party  or  parties  to  be  affected  thereby 
four  clear  days  at  least  before  the  day 
named  in  such  notice  as  the  day  when 
the  motion  is  to  be  made." 
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Q.  J.  D.  enforced  by  the  Scotch  Court  In  Ex  parte  Taii  (1)  it  was  held 
1875       that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  creditor  from  suing  in 

Ezparu  Iceland  in  respect  of  a  debt  included  in  a  deed  which  the  debtor 
BoBEBwoN.  jj^  executed  under  the  Bankruptetf  Act,  1861,    Under  the  old 

MoBTOH.  bankruptcy  law  it  was  held  that  a  creditor  who  had  proved  was 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  respect  of  his  proof:  Ex 
parte  ESton  (2).  As  to  the  service  of  the  notice  of  motion,  there 
has  been  nothing  more  than  an  irregularity,  which  has  been  waived 
by  the  Appellant's  asking  for  time  to  answer  the  case  on  its  merits, 
and  filing  an  affidavit  upon  the  merits.  Ex  parte  ffLoghlen  (3) 
does  not  apply. 

Mr.  De  Oex  in  reply : — 

The  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction  was,  as  is  shewn  by  the  ratio 
decidendi  of  Ex  parte  O^Loghlen,  a  complete  nullity — ^not  a  mere 
irregularity  which  could  be  waived.  As  to  the  jurisdiction,  my 
argument  is  that  this  proceeding  is  equivalent  to  the  bringing  of 
any  action  for  money  had  and  received  in  an  English  Court  against 
a  domiciled  Scotchman  resident  in  Scotland.  That  cannot  be 
done.  Davie  v.  Park  (4)  and  CooTcney  v.  Anderson  (5)  shew  veiy 
clearly  what  are  the  principles  which  govern  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  Courts.  Sect  72  of  the  Act  gives  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy no  higher  jurisdiction  than  that  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
or  the  Courts  of  Common  Law.  Ex  parte  Tait  does  not  apply. 
Proof  of  debt  does  not  amoimt  to  a  complete  submission  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  Ex  parte  Hilton  only  shews  that  the 
dividend  on  the  debt  proved  for  may  be  retained,  or  that  a 
dividend  paid  may  be  recalled.  It  is  no  authority  for  saying  that 
the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  order  a  creditor  who  has  proved  to 
repay  some  other  fund  which  he  has  received  from  the  debtor. 
Ex  parte  Doheon  (6)  shews  that  the  Court  formerly  had  no  such 
power,  and  I  say  that  sect.  72  does  not  confer  it. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 
Two  objections  have  been  taken  to  this  order.    The  first  and 

(1)  Law  Bep.  13  Eq.  311.  (4)  42  L.  J.  (Cb.)  204,  208. 

(2)  IJaa  &  W.  467.  (5)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  365. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  406.  (6)  1  Mont.  &  A.  666. 


VOL.  XX.]  EQUITY  CASES.  737 

larger  one  is  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an     0.  J.  B. 
order  against  the  Appellant  because  he  is  a  domiciled  Scotchman.       1S7S 
The  second  is  that  the  Court  has  proceeded  erroneously  in  making     ExparU 
the  order,  even  if  it  had  a  right  in  other  respects  to  make  it,  ^^■™^"®*' 
because  there  had  been  no  proper  service  of  the  notice  of  motion.     Mosiov. 
The  two  questions  are  totally  distinct  from  each  other,  the  first, 
the  larger  and  more  important  one,  beiug  whether,  under  the  ex- 
isting Act  of  Parliament  and  the  existing  practice  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Court,  the  Court  at  NewecuUe  had  power  to  make  an  order 
directing  the  Appellant  to  pay  back  the  £120,  part  of  the  debtors' 
estate,  which  he  had  received.     Now,  that  is  a  question,  no 
doubt,  of  very  great  importance.    Every  question,  indeed,  of  juris- 
diction is  of  vital  importance.    The  question  can  be  decided  only 
by  an  inspection  of  the  existing  Act  of  Parliament.    That  there 
was  a  valid  bankruptcy,  or  an  arrangement  which  is  equivalent  to 
bankruptcy,  prosecuted  in  the  proper  Court,  is  not  questioned  in 
the  slightest  degree.    Then  the  72nd  section  of  the  Act  provides : — 
[His  Lordship  read  the  section.] 

Now  let  us  inquire,  first,  whether  the  subject-matter  of  this 
application  comes  within  those  words.  It  is  not  disputed  that  on 
the  18th  of  February  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed,  and 
after  that  the  Appellant  possesses  himself,  not  unnaturally  or 
wrongfully  in  any  other  than  a  legal  sense,  of  £120,  part  of  the 
debtors'  estate.  The  law  is  that,  from  the  appointment  of  the 
trustee  in  a  liquidation,  he  shall  have  all  the  powers  and  rights  of 
a  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  therefore,  on  the  18th  of  February, 
and  before  the  receipt  by  the  Appellant  of  the  £120,  the  whole  of 
the  debtors'  estate,  including  that  sum,  which  was  part  of  the 
debtors'  estate  before  it  was  received  by  the  Appellant,  was  vested 
in  the  trustee.  The  Appellant  came  in  under  the  liquidation  pro- 
ceedings. He  made  an  a£Sdavit^  which  stated  that  a  certain  debt 
was  due  to  him  at  the  institution  of  the  proceedini^  and  that  it 
was  still  justly  due  and  owing.  In  stating  that  amount  he  gave 
credit  to  the  debtors'  estate  for  the  £120,  not  in  terms,  but  it 
appears  by  the  result  that  he  excluded  it  from  his  proof  of  debt. 
He  came  in  under  the  liquidation,  and  what  is  the  consequence  of 
creditors  coming  in  under  a  liquidation  or  bankruptcy?  They 
come  in  under  what  is  as  much  a  compact  as  if  each  of  them  had 
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signed  and  sealed  and  sworn  to  the  tenns  of  it — that  the  bank- 
rupt's estate  shall  be  duly  administered  among  the  creditors. 
That  being  so,  the  administration  of  the  estate  is  cast  upon  the 
Court,  and  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  decide  all  questions  of 
whateyer  kind,  whether  of  law,  fact,  or  whatever  else  the  Court 
may  think  necessary  in  order  to  effect  complete  distribution  of 
the  bankrupt's  estate.  Can  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  Court 
had  jurisdiction  to  get  back  that  £120  ?  I  am  not  touching  upon 
the  merits  of  the  case,  nor  am  I  expressing  any  opinion  upon 
them ;  but  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  Appellant  in  this  case 
has  agreed  that,  as  far  as  he  is  concerned,  and  as  £Eir  as  the  whole 
of  the  creditors  proving  are  concerned,  the  law  of  bankruptcy 
shall  take  effect  as  to  him,  and  under  this  jurisdiction,  to  which 
he  is  not  only  subjected,  but  under  which  he  has  become  an  active 
party,  and  of  which  he  has  taken  the  benefit,  and  is  entitled  as 
much  as  any  other  creditor,  though  not  more  than  any  other 
creditor,  to  insist  on  the  due  distribution  of  the  whole  of  the  debtors' 
estate? 

It  is  said  that  this  Court,  being  an  English  Court,  has  no  juris- 
diction, over  this  gentleman  who  has  entered  into  this,  which  I 
call  a  compact,  who  has  come  in  under  it,  and  has  been  a  party  to 
the  administration  of  the  estate  in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned, 
because  he  lives  on  the  other  side  of  the  border.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  that,  and  I  think  that  he  is 
as  much  bound  to  perform  the  conditions  of  the  compact,  and  to 
submit  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  as  if  he  had  never  been  out 
of  the  limits  of  England. 

The  other  objection  is,  that  there  has  not  been  due  service  of 
the  notice  of  the  motion  by  which  the  Appellant  was  called  upon 
to  account  for  that  £120.  It  is  quite  true,  as  I  understand  the 
case,  that  the  service  was  very  defective  in  point  of  regularity ; 
but  that  the  notice  was  actually  brought  to  his  attention  is  not 
only  stated  in  the  affidavit,  but,  in  point  of  fact,  on  the  yery  day 
when  the  notice  of  motion  was  to  be  heard,  the  day  on  which  it 
was  returnable,  as  it  is  called,  he,  by  his  attorney,  came  into  Court 
and  raised  his  objection  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction.  The 
objection  as  to  irregularity  was  waived. 

What  would  haye  happened  if  it  had  been  taken  ?    Ph3if$(m 
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comes  into  Court  and  says.  Yon  cannot  do  anything,  for  two  reasons.      0.  J.  B. 
One  of  them  is,  that  you  have  no  jurisdiction ;  and  the  other  is,        1875 
that  the  notice  with  which  my  client  has  been  served  is  not  a  good     Sat  parte 
one.    In  that  case  the  learned  Judge  below  would  have  said,  I  ^^■»™>''- 
will  make  no  order  upon  this  notice  of  motion,  but  I  will  allow  it  to     Mo&ixnr. 
stand  over  in  order  that  the  four  days'  notice  may  be  properly  given. 
But,  in  fact,  the  Appellant  comes  in  and  says,  You  have  no  juris- 
diction ;  and,  besides  that,  I  want  time  to  answer ;  and  asks  for 
further  time,  when  he  finds  that  the  Judge  is  not  with  him  on  the 
subject  of  jurisdiction.    The  learned  Judge  accedes  to  this  request 
for  further  time,  and  does  allow  the  matter  to  stand  over  till 
another  day  on  certain  terms.    He  gave  the  Appellant  time  to 
answer  the  summons  which  had  been  confessedly  served  upon  him, 
although  served  irregularly.    The  adjournment  took  place  as  a 
matter  of  course,  and  when  the  day  which  had  been  fixed  for  the 
adjourned  hearing  arrived  there  was  an  affidavit  by  him  going  into 
the  merits  of  the  case.    It  was  stated  in  this  affidavit  that  he  was 
a  domiciled  Scotchman,  and  he  submitted  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  over  him.    Upon  every  rule  of  practice  that  was  a 
perfect  and  complete  waiver  of  the  technical  objection  that  there 
had  been  an  inadequate  service. 

When  Ex  parte  O'Loffhlen  (1)  was  referred  to  I  told  Mr.  De  Oex 
that  I  did  not  agree  that  the  ratio  decidendi  there  given  was  in 
his  favour.  The  interlocutory  proceeding  in  that  case,  that  is,  the 
service  of  the  debtor's  summons,  the  disobedience  to  which  consti- 
tutes an  act  of  bankruptcy,  was  of  the  very  greatest  consequence, 
and  the  question  raised  before  the  CourtVas,  not  whether  there  had 
been  a  due  service  of  the  summons,  because  there  was  no  question 
that  the  debtor  had  been  served,  and  there  was  no  irregularity  in 
the  service,  but  a  want  of  legal  efficacy  was  suggested.  I  cannot 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  on  the  facts  Sir  Coleman  ffLoghlen  was 
amenable  to  the  English  process  in  bankruptcy — the  Act  having 
expressly  said  that  it  should  not  apply  to  Scotland  or  Ireland — 
merely  because  he  was  out  of  Ireland  by  accident,  and  had  been 
served  in  England,  being  a  Member  of  Parliament  resident  in 
London,  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  his  Parliamentary  dutieei, 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  406. 


740  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  K- 

0.  J.  B.     where  they  took  an  opportunity  of  senring  him.    But  that  was  no 
1875       ground  for  deciding  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  order  senrioe 

e7^     ^f  *^®  summons. 
BoMBTBosr.       I  do  not  agree  with  Mr.  De  Oex  that  the  ratio  decidendi  there 

VoBTov.  ^^  ^^^^  ^b^  service  had  been  wrong.  Lord  Justice  Mdliah,  in  the 
course  of  his  observations,  directs  himself  to  the  particular  pro- 
ceeding before  him,  which  was  the  service  of  a  debtor's  summons. 
It  is  impossible  to  read  his  judgment  in  any  other  light,  and  the 
Court  accordingly  decided  that  Sir  Coleman  (XLoghlen  was  a  person 
not  under  any  circumstances  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
and  therefore  that  the  Court  could  have  no  jurisdiction  over  him. 
Well,  then,  what  am  I  to  do  with  respect  to  this,  this  being  reaUy 
the  point  of  the  case?  I  find  that  there  was  an  irregular  service  of 
the  notice  of  motion  on  a  man  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  I  find  that 
that  man  came  in  with  the  notice  of  motion  in  his  hand  (as  I  must 
assume),  and  said,  This  notice  has  been  served  on  me.  I  am 
subject  to  the  laws  of  Scotland.  You,  as  an  English  Judge,  have 
nothing  to  do  with  me ;  and  then  the  Judge  disagrees  with  him, 
and  tells  him  that  he  has.  Thereupon  his  solicitor  asks  for  time, 
that  he  may  address  himself  to  the  merits  of  the  case.  That  was 
a  waiver  of  the  mere  irregularity  in  form,  and  there  was  not  an 
irregularity  in  substance,  as  in  the  case  of  Sir  Coleman  UhogUm. 
There  it  was  substance,  here  it  was  an  irregularity  of  form  merely; 
and  it  is  the  practice  in  this  Court,  beyond  all  question,  and  the 
practice  of  every  other  Court,  in  all  cases  to  cure  irregularity  by 
accepting  the  waiver  of  the  person  affected  by  it.  What  is  the  real 
gist  and  reason  of  this  rule  which  requires  a  four  days'  notice 
of  motion  ?  It  is  that  the  person  who  is  to  be  affected  by  it  shall 
have  time  to  set  himself  right,  and  to  file  his  affidavits.  He  is  not 
to  be  compelled  to  come  into  Court  on  a  shorter  notice  than  four 
days,  nor  even  then  if  he  can  make  out  any  ground  for  extending  the 
time.  The  case  ot  Ex  parte  HiUon  (1)  was  plain  enough  according 
to  the  law  as  it  then  stood.  There  was  no  72nd  section  then,  and 
no  law  by  which  the  Court  could  compel  the  delivery  up  of  pro- 
perty of  a  bankrupt  held  by  a  creditor.  The  case  is  different 
now,  because  the  72nd  section  supplies  the  defect^  and  makes  it 

(1)  IJac.  &  W.  467. 
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unnecessary  to  bring  an  action,  as  in  Ex  parte  Dobson  (1).    Ko     ^-  ^'  ^* 
necessity  exists  for  it  now,  for  a  wiser  provision  has  been  made.      In        ^^^ 


xny  opinion  it  is  wiser  and  more  consistent  with  justice  that  the      &paru 
1  aw  should  enable  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  exercise,  I  was  going       j. 
to  say  unlimited,  jurisdiction  over  every  man  who  claims  the     Mobtoit. 
benefit  of  the  process  of  the  Court  and  who  has  obtained  it,  and 
who  has,  therefore,  in  the  most  formal  and  explicit  manner,  sub- 
jected himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.    I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  cannot  be  assailed  on  either 
of  the  two  grounds  I  have  mentioned. 

I  am  much  obliged  to  Mr.  De  Oex  for  reading  the  judgment 
in  Coohney  v.  Anderson  (2),  for  it  is  very  pleasant  to  hear  so  lucid 
an  explanation  of  the  law,  conveyed  in  such  choice  terms  as  those 
in  which' Lord  Weslbury  expressed  himself.  But  if  you  look  at 
that  case  closely  you  will  find'  that  it  is  less  favourable  to  the 
argument  than  the  general  scope  of  the  reasoning  seemed  to  be. 
You  will  find  that  Lord  Weslbury  limits  what  he  says  to  the  case 
of  a  party  who  does  not  appear,  or  who  is  absent  from  the  jurisdic- 
tion. But  I  have  to  deal  with  a  case  in  which  he  plainly  did 
appear. 

It  was  directed  that  the  case  should  be  remitted  to  the  County 
Court  to  be  decided  upon  the  merits,  with  a  declaration  that  that 
Court  had  jurisdiction  in  the  matter. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  WUliafMon,  HiU^  &  Co., 
agents  for  Mr.  J.  A.  PhUipson^  NetocasfU-on'Tfne. 

Solicitor  for  the  Trustee :  Mr.  G.  B.  Wheder^  agent  for  Mr. 
H.  8.  SeweU^  Neweastle-^n-Tyne. 

(1)  1  Mont.  &  A.  666.  (2)  1  D.  J.  &  S.  ^65. 
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C.J.B.  ExparUELWOB.TBY.    Z«  »•«  ELWORTHY. 

,^^  ComposUion —  Validity — Small  amount  of  Aaaet^-^Begistration  of  Sesoluiions^' 
Jmne  28.  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict.  e.  71),  8. 12&^Bankn^iiey  Bules, 
1870,  r.  296. 

A  debtor  filed  a  liqnidatioa  petition,  and  the  creditors  unanimoualy  re- 
solved to  accept  a  composition  of  3<2.  in  the  pound.  The  debts  were  £130 ; 
the  assets  amounted  to  £7.  The  Registrar  refused  to  register  the  resolutions, 
though  no  creditor  opposed,  on  the  ground  that  there  were  "  no  available 
assets  for  distribution  among  the  creditors." 

Held,  that,  as  all  the  requirements  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  and  the  Rules 
had  been  complied  with,  the  resolutions  must  be  registered. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Qreenr 
ivteh  County  Court. 

On  the  8th  of  March,  1875,  Alfred  Mworthy  filed  a  liquidation 
petition.  His  statement  shewed  that  he  owed  debts  amounting  to 
£130,  and  that  his  assets  amounted  to  £7.  The  first  meeting  of 
the  creditors  was  held  on  the  24th  of  March.  Four  creditors, 
whose  debts  together  amounted  to  £72,  were  present  at  the  meet- 
ing. They  resolved  unanimously  to  accept  a  composition  of  Zd.  in 
the  pound,  and  this  resolution  was  unanimously  confirmed  at  the 
second  meeting  on  the  7th  of  April,  the  same  four  creditors  only 
being  present.  When  the  resolution  was  presented  to  the  Begis- 
trar  for  regbtration,  no  creditor  appeared  to  oppose.  The  Registrar, 
however,  refused  to  register  it,  on  the  ground  that  there  were  **no 
available  assets  for  distribution  among  the  creditors."  The  Judge 
affirmed  this  decision.    Eluoorthy  appealed. 

Mr.  Harton  Smith,  for  the  Appellant : — 

If  it  were  true  that  there  are  no  assets  the  ofier  of  Sd.  in  the 
pound  would  be  a  good  one.  At  any  rate,  the  creditors  at  the 
meeting  were  unanimous,  and  no  creditor  opposed  the  registration. 
The  duty  of  the  Registrar  as  to  registration  is  only  ministerial ; 
he  has  to  see  that  the  requirements  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, 
and  the  Barikruptcy  Bules,  1870,  have  been  complied  with :  Bde 
295 ;  Expaiie  Levy  &  Co.  (1). 

(1)  Law  Bep.  11  Eq.  619. 
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[The  Chief  Judgx  .-—What  requirement  of  the  Act  or  of  the 
Boles  has  not  been  complied  with  in  this  case  ?] 

None  at  alL  I  contend  that,  in  the  absence  of  opposition,  the 
registration  is  ex  dMtojuslitue. 

No  one  opposed  the  appeal. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  0  J. : — 

All  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  of  the  Rules  have  been 
complied  with.  Moreover,  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Begistrar  that 
there  are  no  assets  available  for  distribution ;  there  are  £7  avail- 
able.    The  resolutions  must  be  registered. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  W.  Carus  Peterson. 


O.J.  B. 

1875 


Ex  parte 

Elwobtbt. 

Inr$ 

EiLWOBTHT. 


Ex  parte  VflLUAMS.    In  re  WILLIAMS. 

Status  of  undischarged  Dehtor — Second  Liquidation  Petition  htfore  Discharge 
under  Fini — Bights  qf  Creditors  under  First  Petition — Bankruptcy  Act^ 
1869  (32  df  33  Vict.  c.  71),  m.  54,  12S— Bankruptcy  Bules,  1B70,  rr.  183- 
185,  256. 

A  debtor  filed  a  liquidation  petition,  and  his  creditors  resolved  on  a  liqui- 
dation. All  his  property  was  realized  by  the  trustee,  and  dividends  amounting 
to  less  than  10s.  in  the  pound  were  paid  to  the  creditors.  They  then  resolved 
to  close  the  liquidation  and  to  release  the  trustee,  but  they  did  not  grant  the 
debtor  a  discharge.  He  contracted  fresh  debts,  and  more  than  three  years 
afterwards  he  filed  a  second  liquidation  petition. 

The  creditors  met  and  resolved  on  a  liquidation,  but  the  Registrar  refused 
to  register  the  resolutions  because  no  notice  of  the  meeting  had  been  given  to 
the  creditors  under  the  first  petition : — 

Heldf  that  no  such  notice  was  necessary,  and  that  the  resolutions  ought  to 
be  r^stered. 

The  creditors  under  the  first  petition  had  no  rights  against  the  debtor's 
property  except  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  54  of  the  Bankrupt^/  Act,  1869. 

J.  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Cardiff 
County  Court. 

Thomas  Williams^  a  grocer  at  Cardiff,  £Qed  a  liquidation  peti- 
tion on  the  12th  of  August,  1870.    On  the  29th  of  August  the 


0.  J.  B. 

1875 
Juns  28. 
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0.  J.  B. 

1875 


Ex  parte 

WlLLIAKS. 

In  re 

WlLUAXS. 


creditors  lesolyed  upon  a  liquidation  by  arrangement  and  ap- 
pointed a  trustee.  The  trustee  realized  the  whole  of  the  debtor's 
estate,  and  thereout  paid  the  creditors  dividends  amounting  to 
6a.  10^.  in  the  pound.  On  the  4th  of  January,  1871,  a  meeting 
of  the  creditors  was  held  to  consider  the  question  of  granting  a  re* 
lease  to  the  trustee  and  an  order  of  discharge  to  the  debtor,  and 
the  creditors  then  resolved  that  the  close  of  the  liquidation  should 
take  place  on  and  from  the  14th  of  January,  1871,  and  that  the 
trustee  should  be  released  on  and  from  the  same  day ;  but  no 
order  of  discharge  was  granted  to  the  debtor.  The  debtor  went 
into  business  again,  and  contracted  fresh  debts,  and  on  the  15th  of 
March,  1875,  he  filed  a  second  liquidation  petition,  under  which, 
on  the  31  st  of  March,  the  creditors  met  and  resolved  on  a  liquida- 
tion  by  arrangement  and  appointed  a  trustee. 

No  further  payment  had  been  made  to  the  creditors  under  the 
first  petition. 

The  Begistrar  refused  to  register  the  resolutions,  on  the  ground 
that  no  notice  of  meeting  under  the  second  petition  had  been  given 
to  the  creditors  under  the  first  petition.  This  decision  was  con* 
firmed  by  the  Judge.     WiHiams  appealed. 


Mr.  FifUay  Knight^  for  the  Appellant  :— 

The  creditors  under  the  first  petition  were  not  entitled  to  any 
notice  of  the  meeting  imder  the  second  petition.  If  notice  had 
been  given  them,  and  they  had  attended,  they  could  not  have 
Yoted.  The  close  of  the  first  liquidation  discharged  the  after* 
acquired  assets  of  the  debtor,  and  the  subsequent  creditors  are 
primarily  entitled  to  those  assets :  Ex  parts  Sir  WiUiam  Bu$9eU{}) 
It  is  only  as  against  the  debtor's  interest  in  these  assets  that  the 
creditors  under  the  first  petition  have  any  claim,  and  that  claim 
can  only  be  enforced  by  means  of  an  application  to  the  Court 
under  sect.  54  (2)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869. 


(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  255,  260. 

(2)  Sect.  64 :  "  Where  a  person  who 
has  been  made  bankrupt  has  not  ob- 
tained his  discharge,  then,  from  and 
after  the  close  of  his  bankruptcy,  the 
following  consequences  shall  ensue  : — 

"  1.  No  portion  of  a  debt  provable 


tinder  the  bankruptcy  shall  be  enforced 
against  the  property  of  the  person  so 
made  bankrupt  until  the  expiration  of 
three  years  from  the  close  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy'; and  duriug  that  time,  if  he  pay 
to  his  creditors  such  additional  sum  as 
will,  with  the  dividend  paid  oat  of  hia 
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No  one  appeared  to  oppose  the  appeal. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C  J. : — 

To  what  end  or  for  what  purpose  should  notice  of  the  meeting 
under  the  second  petition  have  been  given  to  the  creditors  under 
the  first  petition  ?  They  could  not  rank  as  creditors  under  it. 
They  oould  not  have  voted  at  the  meeting  or  have  taken  any  part 
in  the  proceedings.  I  think,  therefore,  that  notice  to  them  was  not 
necessary.  These  proceedings  can  take  nothing  away  from  them. 
They  cannot  enforce  their  rights  against  the  debtor's  property 
except  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  54 ;  and  by  the  terms  of  that 
section  they  cannot  interfere  with  the  rights  of  those  persons  who 
have  become  creditors  since  the  close  of  the  former  liquidation. 
They  are  judgment  creditors,  but  they  can  only  enforce  their 
rights  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court ;  notice  to  them  would  be  a 
useless  proceeding,  for  no  right  which  they  possess  is  taken  away 
by  anything  which  is  done  imder  the  second  liquidation.  The 
resolutions  must  be  registered. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  8har^  &  Uttithome,  agents 
for  Mr.  J»  Merrihf  Cardiff. 


C*  J.  B. 
1S75 


property  during  the  bankruptcy,  make 
up  10s.  in  the  pound,  be  shall  be  en- 
titled to  an  order  of  discharge  in  the 
game  manner  as  if  a  dividend  of  lOn.  in 
the  poand  had  originally  been  paid  out 
of  his  property. 

'*  2.  At  the  expiration  of  a  period  of 
three  years  from  the  close  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, if  the  debtor  made  bankrupt 
has  not  obtained  an  order  of  discharge, 
any  balance  renudning  unpaid  in  respect 
of  any  debt  proved  in  such  bankruptcy 
(but  without  interest  in  the  meantime), 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  subsisting  debt 
in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  debt,  and, 
subject  to  the  ligihts  of  any  persons  who 
have  become  creditors  of  the  debtor 


since  the  dose  of  his  bankruptcy,  may 
be  enforced  against  any  property  of  the 
debtor,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
which  adjudicated  such  debtor  a  bank- 
rupt, or  of  the  Court  haying  jurisdic- 
tion in  bankruptcy  in  the  place  where 
the  property  is  situated,  but  to  the  ex- 
tent only,  and  at  the  time  and  in 
manner  directed  by  such  Court,  and 
after  giving  such  notice  and  doing  such 
acts  as  may  be  prescribed  in  that  be- 
half." 

Bules  183-185  of  1870  prescribe  the 
way  in  which  such  applications  to  the 
Court  are  to  be  made,  and  the  notices 
which  are  tp  be  given. 


Sz  parte 
Wi 


I%t$ 

WUiLUMS. 
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O.J.B.  Ex  parte  RODQrKm.    I»r6  SOPTLBY. 

Jf2         ^audulmt  Pre/erenoe-^Act  <^  BankrupUsi^ — SecurUy  given  in  fidJUment  of 
Julv  5.  T^^^  Voluntary  Promiae^Equitahle  Mortgage  of  unfinished  Ship — Depend 

'  of  Builder's    Certificate-'Consolidation    of  Mortgages^Bankruptcy  Ad, 

18G9  (32  <fc  33  Vict.  c.  71),  ss,  6  (suh-s.  2),  92. 

In  August  S^  a  ahipbuilder,  whose  account  current  with,  his  banken  wis 
overdrawn,  offered  to  give  them  security  upon  a  ship  which  he  was  building. 
The  bankers  declined  to  accept  the  security  then,  but  said  that  circumstaDoes 
might  arise  to  make  it  desirable  that  they  should  have  it,  and  he  promised 
to  give  it  them  when  they  wished  it.  On  the  28th  of  September  the  offer 
'  was  renewed,  but  the  bankers  urged  him  to  sell  the  ship,  and  so  prevent  the 
necessity  of  their  taking  the  security.  On  the  7th  of  October  8,  had  an 
interview  with  them  at  the  bank,  and  they  told  him  that  they  would  aooept 
the  security,  and  that  he  was  to  lodge  the  builder's  certificate  of  the  ship  with 
their  manager.  The  next  day  he  signed  the  certificate,  and  gave  it  to  the 
bank  manager.  The  certificate  described  (he  ship  and  her  engines,  and  stated 
that  she  had  been  built  for  the  bank  manager.  At  this  time  she  was  not 
launched,  but  was  in  an  unfinished  state  in  the  builder's  yard.  The 
engines  were  not  on  board,  but  were  lying  unfinished  in  the  yard  of  the  firm 
who  were  making  them  for  the  shipbuilder.  On  the  9th  of  October  the 
shipbuilder  had  another  interview  with  the  bankers,  when  they  told  him 
they  could  advance  him  no  more  money,  and  did  not  see  how  he  could  go 
on,  to  which  he  assented ;  but  they  agreed  to  advance  him  £770  to  pay  his 
workmen's  weekly  wages,  on  the  security  of  an  assignment  of  a  debt  owing 
to  him  from  another  person,  and  told  him  that  they  could  go  no  further,  and 
that  he  had  better  consult  his  solicitor  as  to  his  position.  On  tbe  10th  of 
October  the  manager  endeavoured  to  get  himself  registered  as  the  owner  of 
the  ship,  but,  as  she  was  not  launched,  this  could  not  be  done.  But  he 
placed  a  man  in  possession  of  her,  and  fixed  a  notice  upon  her  that  she  wu 
his  property.  On  .the  10th  of  October  8.  paid  his  workmen,  and  then  dis- 
charged them,  and  closed  his  place  of  business.  On  the  12th  of  October  be 
filed  a  liquidation  petition  :— 

Heldt  that  botii  the  securities  given  to  the  bankers  were  valid  as  against 
the  trustee  in  the  liquidation,  there  not  being  in  the  transactions  anything 
amounting  to  either  a  fraudulent  preference  or  an  act  ofbanlmiptoy : 

ffeld^BlBO,  that  the  deposit  of  the  builder's  certificate  created  a  good  equit- 
able mortgage  of  the  unfinished  ship,  including  the  engines  which  were  being 
built  for  her,  but  subject  as  to  the  engines  to  any  lien  for  unpaid  iJurchasc- 
money  to  which  the  engine-builders  might  be  entitled : 

Eeld,  also,  that  the  assignment  of  the  debt  having  been  given  after  the 
insolvent  position  of  8,  was  disclosed,  was  a  security  for  the  £770  only,  and 
could  not  be  made  available  by  consolidation  or  otherwise  to  secure  the  past 
debt. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  ^he  Jqdge  of  (he  Jfew- 
castle-on-Tyne  CSounty  Court. 
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John  SofUey  was  a  shipbuilder  at  8<mth  Skidds.  He  kept  an 
account  current  with  Messrs.  Eodffkin,  Barnett,  dk  Co.^  bankers^  of 

m 

Newcastle^  at  their  branch  bank  at  Sovnth  Shields.  The  bankers 
made  him  advances  from  time  to  time  by  allowing  him  to  over- 
draw his  account.  In  order  to  obtain  these  advances,  he  was  in 
the  habit  of  shewing  to  the  bankers  at  the  commencement  of  every 
month  an  account  of  the  sums  which  he  should  have  to  pay  and 
the  sums  which  he  expected  to  receive  during  the  month.  . 

From  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Bobert  Spence,  one  of  the  partners  in 
the  banking  firm,  it  appeared  that,  on  the  31st  of  August^  1874, 
Sof  {ley's  account  being  then  overdrawn  to  the  extent  of  £7500,  the 
bankers  had  an  interview  with  him  at  their  bank  in  Neweastle.  He 
offered  them  security  upon  a  ship  called  No.  Ill,  which  he  was 
then  building  in  his  yard,  but,  as  the  account  which  he  then  pro- 
duced of  his  probable  receipts  and  payments  during  the  next  month 
shewed  that  he  was  perfectly  able  to  meet  his  engagements,  they 
declined  to  accept  the  offered  security  then,  but  they  told  him 
that  circumstances  might  arise  which  might  make  it  desirable  for 
them  to  have  it,  and  he  agreed  to  let  them  have  it  at  any  time 
thereafter,  if  they  should  desire  it.  At  this  interview  Softley 
also  stated  that  a  Mr.  Avery  owed  him  £11,000,  and  the  bankers 
pressed  him  to  get  bills  from  Avery  for  this  amount,  and  early 
in  September  Sofiley  succeeded  in  getting  bills  from  Avery  to 
the  extent  of  £6000,  part  of  the  debt.  On  the  28th  of  Sep- 
tember SofUeys  son  called  on  the  bankers  at  their  bank  in  New* 
easUe,  and  told  them  that  Avery  would  pay  £6000  to  his  father  on 
the  22nd  of  October,  and  that  ship  No.  Ill  would  be  launched  on 
the  30th  of  September.  He  said  that  several  persons  were  in 
treaty  for  her,  but  that  if  none  of  them  came  to  terms,  Avery 
would  purchase  her  for  £9000.  The  son  offered  the  bankers 
security  upon  No.  Ill,  but  they  urged  him  to  sell  her,  and  so  to 
prevent  the  necessity  of  their  taking  security.  On  the  7th  of 
October  the  bankers  had  another  interview  with  Sofilmf,  at  their 
bank  in  Netvcastle,  and  he  submitted  to  them  a  statement  of  his 
probable  receipts  and  payments.  As  his  overdraft  was  continuing, 
and  the  ship  No.  Ill  was  not  sold,  they  told  him  that  they  would 
accept  the  security  before  offered  upon  that  ship,  and  that  he  was 

to  lodge  the'  builder's  certificate  of  the  ship  with  Mr.  Scatty  the 
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a  J.  B.  manager  of  the  branch  bank  at  SouA  Shields.  The  bankers  also 
1875  instmcted  Mr.  8ooU  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  get  himself 
jE^TJJ^  registered  at  the  Custom  Hoose  as  the  owner  of  the  ship.  On 
HoDODM.  the  8th  of  October  Softley  lodged  the  builder's  certificate  of  the 
SofTUBT.  Bhip  with  the  bankers.  This  docoment  was  dated  the  8th  of 
—  October,  and  it  specified  the  particulars  of  the  ship  and  her 
engines,  as  required  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1851,  and  it 
certified  that  Softley  had  built  the  ship  for  and  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Scott.  At  this  time  the  ship  was  still  on  the  building  slip ;  hsr 
hull  was  incomplete,  she  had  no  masts,  and  her  engines  were  not 
on  board.  The  engines  were  in  fact  unfinished,  and  were  in  the 
possession  of  a  firm  of  Marshall,  Odxyme,  &  Co.,  who  were  con- 
structing them  under  a  contract  with  Softley.  On  the  10th  of 
October,  1874,  Scott  signed  a  declaration  of  ownership  of  the  ship, 
as  required  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Ad,  1854,  with  the  Tiew  of 
getting  himself  registered  as  the  owner.  As,  howeyer,  the  ship 
was  not  afloat,  no  registration  could  be  effected.  But  on  the 
10th  of  October  Scott  placed  a  man  in  possession  of  the  ship  in 
SofUey^s  yard,  and  a  board  was  put  upon  her  stating  ^  This  ship  is 
the  property  of  Thomas  Scott,  bank  agent."  On  the  9th  of 
October  the  bankers  had  another  interview  with  Softley  at  their 
bank  in  Newcastle.  He  then  produced  a  statement  of  his  probable 
receipts  and  payments  for  October,  from  which  it  appeared  that 
the  debt  due  to  him  from  Avery  was  considerably  less  than  he  had 
at  first  represented  it  to  be,  and  that  it  did  not,  in  fact,  after 
allowing  for  the  bills  which  Avery  had  given,  amount  to  more 
than  £2800.  At  this  interview,  also,  Softtey  for  the  first  time 
told  the  bankers  that  the  engines  were  not  in  the  ship,  although 
they  were  mentioned  in  the  builder's  certificate,  but  that  they 
were  in  Marshall,  Osborne,  dt  Go's  yard.  The  bankers  then  told 
Softley  that  they  could  not  continue  their  advances  to  him. 
SofUey  urged  them  to  do  so,  and  they  agreed  to  advance  him  £770 
to  enable  him  to  pay  the  week's  wages  due  the  next  day  (a  Satur- 
day) to  his  workmen,  upon  his  giving  them  as  security  an  assign- 
ment of  the  debt  to  him  from  Avery,  but  they  told  him  that  they 
could  not  go  further,  and  that  he  had  better  consult  his  solicitor 
as  to  his  position  and  the  prospect  of  his  continuing  his  business. 
SofUey  agreed  to  assign  Avery's  debt  to  the  bankers,  and  gave 
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them  a  letter  to  that  effect,  and  the  same  day  he  executed  a  formal      C.  J.  B. 
assigmnent  of  the  debt,  of  which  the  bankers  gave  notice  to  Avery.       1875 
On  the  10th  of  October  Boftley  paid  his  workmen  their  week'      e^^Lu 
wages,  and  discharged  them.    HVclosed  his  yard,  and  did  not    ^- 
open  it  again;* and  on  the  12th  of  October  he  filed  a  liquidation     Sottlet. 
petition,  under  which  Mr.  Winter  was  appointed  trustee.    The 
bankers  denied  that  they  knew  that  Soffley  was  in  insolvent  cir- 
cumstances until  their  interview  with  him  on  the  9th  of  October. 

SofUey  was  examined,  and  his  evidence  in  the  main  confirmed 
the  statements  of  Mr.  Spenee.  Softley  also  stated  that  about  the 
beginning  of  September,  1874,  there  was  a  report  in  the  town  that 
he  was  insolvent,  and  that  two  or  three  of  his  creditors  came  to 
him  to  ask  him  about  it.  He  referred  them  to  the  bankers,  with 
the  authority  of  the  latter,  and  the  result  was  that  the  creditors 
continued  to  supply  him  with  goods.  He  also  stated,  with  regard 
to  his  interview  with  the  bankers  on  the  7th  of  October,  that  they 
then  told  him  he  must  lodge  the  builder's  certificate  of  the  ship 
with  Mr.  Scctt.  He  said,  also,  that  at  the  interview  on  the  9th  of 
October,  after  some  conversation  with  the  partners  in  the  bank, 
Mr.  8eoU  said,  '^  Now,  Mr.  SofUey,  we  cannot  see  our  way  clear  to 
advance  you  any  more  money  after  paying  wages."  SofUey  then  told 
them  that  the  vessel  was  not  worth  £9000  without  the  engines 
being  put  in  her,  and  that  he  could  complete  her  for  £850,  and 
that  if  they  kept  him  going  for  another  month,  they  would 
increase  their  security.  They  said  they  would  not  advance  any 
more  money,  and  he  replied,  '<  Well,  I  have  shewed  it  to  you." 

Mr.  Scott  was  also  examined,  and  he  stated  that  on  the  9th  of 
October  he  said  to  Softley^ "  I  do  not  see  how  you  are  to  go  on/*  to 
which  Softley  replied,  "  1  don't  see  that  I  can."  The  assignment 
of  Avery^e  debt  to  the  bankers,  which  was  executed  by  SofHey  on 
the  9th  of  October,  contained  a  recital  that  Softley,  being  indebted 
to  the  bankers  in  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  had  agreed  to 
assign  the  debt  thereinafter  mentioned  to  them,  and  an  absolute 
assignment  to  them  of  Avery^s  debt,  which  was  described  as 
amounting  to  £2384.     There  was  no  proviso  for  redemption. 

The  trustee  disputed  the  validity  of  both  the  securities,  on  the 
ground  that  they  constituted  fraudulent  preferences  and  acts  of 
bankruptcy.    The  Judge  made  an  order  declaring  that  the  ship 
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No.  Ill,  together  ^ith  the  engines  in  conrse  of  being  bnilt  for  her, 
were  a  security  to  the  bankers  for  their  advances  to  SoJUey,  and 
that  they  were  entitled  to  complete,  launch,  and  sell  the  ship, 
and  to  complete  and  sell  the  engines,  and  to  have  the  proceeds  of 
sale  applied  in  payment  of  their  advances ;  and  it  was  farther  de- 
clared that  the  assignment  to  the  bankers  of  Avery*8  debt  was  a 
good  and  valid  security,  and  that  the  bankers  were  entitled  to  the 
benefit  thereof,  and  to  have  the  proceeds  of  the  debt  applied  in 
payment  of  their  advances  to  Softley.    The  trustee  appealed. 

The  order  appealed  from  was  made  in  the  absence  of  MarthaU, 
OA&me,  &  Co.,  but  they  presented  an  appeal  from  it. 

Mr.  LiiUe,  Q.O.,  and  Mr,  Doria,  for  the  trustee : — 

The  giving  of  the  security  on  the  ship  amounted  to  a  fiaaduleDt 
priferenoe.  It  was  not  demanded  by  the  bankers  before  it  was 
thrust  on  them  by  the  customer.  The  promise  made  in  August 
to  give  it  at  a  future  time  was  a  purely  voluntary  one,  and  when 
the  security  was  actually  given  the  bankers  must  have  been  well 
aware  that  Softley  was  hopelessly  insolvent :  Ex  parte  Kevan  (1). 
The  giving  of  the  security  was  also  an  act  of  bankruptcy  under 
sect.  6  (sub-sect.  2)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  as  a  fraudulent 
transfer  of  a  part  of  the  debtor's  property.  The  postponement  of 
the  giving  of  the  security  till  there  was  an  actual  state  of  insol- 
vency is  evidence  of  an  intent  to  defraud  the  general  creditors : 
Ex  parte  Fisher  (2).  If  the  transaction  comes  under  the  BiUs  of 
Sale  Aetf  which  we  contend  it  does,  as  the  ship  was  incomplete,  there 
was  an  attempt  to  evade  the  provisions  of  the  Aet:  Ex  parte 
Cohen  (8).  The  possession  taken  was  ineffectual,  as  no  right  had 
been  given  to  the  mortgagee  to  take  any  possession  at  alL  The 
deposit  of  the  builder's  certificate  did  not  amount  to  an  equitable 
mortgage  of  the  ship.  The  property  in  a  ship  can  bnly  be  trans- 
ferred under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854  by  means  of 
registration,  and  that  could  not  be  effected  in  this  case.  At  any 
rate,  the  engines  which  were  not  on  board  could  not  be  affected. 
As  to  the  assignment  of  Avery's  debt,  it  is  rendered  void  by  the 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy.    Moreover,  a  security  which  must  have 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Gh.  752.  (2)  Law  Bep.  7  Ch.  636. 

(8)  Law  Bep.  7  Qh  20. 
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the  effect  of  stopping  a  tradei^s  buBiaess  cannot  be  maintained : 
Toung  t.  Fletcher  (1).  At  any  rate,  the  assignment  can  only  be  a 
security  for  the  £770,  and  not  for  the  other  sums  due  to  the 
bankera  The  order  of  the  County  Court  is  clearly  wrong  in  that 
respect  Thoug)i  the  bankers  swear  that  they  did  not  know  of  the 
insolvency,  yet  they  must  be  taken  to  have  drawn  that  which  was 
the  proper  inference  from  the  facts  which  they  did  know :  Expa/rte 
Snowball  (2). ' 

Mr.  De  Oex^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oainaford  Bruee,  for  the  bankers  :— 

There  was  no  fraudulent  preference,  for  there  was  pressure.  A 
polite  request  by  a  man*s  bankers,  when  they  have  him  entirely 
at  their  mercy,  would  amount  to  pressure.  But  SofUey  was  told 
that  he  must  lodge  the  certificate.  Ex  parte  Topham  (3).  More- 
over, a  payment  or  transfer  made  in  fulfilment  of  an  obligation  is 
not  a  fraudulent  preference :  Bilb  y.  Smith  (4).  At  any  rate,  as 
the  bankers  were  ignorant  of  the  insolvency,  they  are  protected 
by  the  proviso  in  sect.  92  in  favour  of  ''  incumbrancers  in  good 
faith  and  for  valuable  consideration '' :  Ex  parte  Butcher  (5).  With 
regard  to  the  supposed  act  of  bankruptcy,  JE^j^arfei^aA^r  (6)  was  a 
case  of  an  assignment  of  the  whole  of  a  bankrupt's  property  for  a 
past  debt,  not  of  part  only,  as  in  the  present  case.  That  distinction 
makes  just  all  the  difference:  Ex  parte  Mackenzie  {J)  \  Ex  parte 
Izard  (8).  If  there  was  an  evasion  of  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act,  that  is 
no  objection;  the  question  is,  whether  the  Act  bits  the  case: 
Bamsden  v.  Lupton  (9).  It  is  clear  that  a  sufficient  possession 
was  taken  before  the  liquidation  petition  was  filed:  Ex  parte 
Lewis  (10) ;  Emanuel  v.  Bridget  {11),  So  as  the  mortgagee  had  got 
possession,  it  does  not  signify  how  he  got  it :  Ex  parte  Bed/em  (12). 
The  deposit  of  the  builder's  certificate,  taken  in  connection  with 
the  previous  agreement  to  give  a  security  on  the  ship  No.  Ill, 
constituted  a  good  equitable  mortgage  between  the  parties.  The 
certificate  was  merely  for  the  purpose  of  identification ;  the  builder 
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did  all  that  he  could  to  charge  the  property.  No  writing  was 
necessary.  As  to  the  engines,  the  contract  between  SoftUif  and 
Marshall  for  the  building  of  them  was  similar  in  its  terms  to  that 
for  building  the  ship  in  Ex  parte  LanMon  (1)  in  which  Lord  Justice 
MeUish  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  property  in  the  ship  passed 
to  the  purchaser  subject  to  the  vendor's  lien  for  unpaid  purchase- 
money.  Ex  parte  Beed  (2)  also  applies.  As  to  Averi^a  debt,  the 
assignment  is  an  absolute  one,  and  it  was  intended  to  cover  all 
that  was  due  to  the  bankers.    There  is  no  proviso  for  redempti(»i. 

Mr.  Little,  in  reply : — 

Ex  parte  Fisher  (3)  applies,  for  we  shew  a  fraudulent  dealing 
with  a  part  of  the  debtor's  property. 

Mr.  Window,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  OoU,  appeared  for  Ufarshdll,  OAom^ 
&  Co.,  and  claimed  a  lien  upoh  the  engines  for  unpaid  purchase- 
money. 

It  was  arranged  that  they  should  be  heard  after  judgment  had 
been  given  as  between  the  other  parties,  their  rights  being  re- 
served. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C.  J.  :-- 

This  is  a  case  which,  as  I  conceive,  must  come  under  the  92nd 
section  of  the  Banhruptcy  Act,  and  not  under 'the  2nd  sub-section 
of  the  6th  section.  I  think  the  transaction  in  question  cannot, 
under  any  circumstances,  be  treated  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  It 
was  not  a  transfer  of  the  whole  of  the  debtor*s  estate,  and  no  single 
fact  has  been  stated,  no  argument  has  been  addressed  to  me  which 
would  induce  me  to  say  that  it  was  a  fraudulent  transfer  of  a  part 
of  the  debtor's  estate.  But  whether  under  the  92nd  section  there 
YfBS  prima  fade  a  preference  of  the  one  creditor  over  the  others  is 
a  matter  which  requires  the  utmost  investigation,  and  that  investi- 
gation has  been  carried  on  in  the  Court  below,  and  also  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  addressed  to  me. 

The  facts  are  really  not  in  dispute.  SofUey,  carrying  on  a  very 
extensive  business,  having  a  very  heavy  account  with  his  bankers, 
which  underwent  various  fluctuations,  being  sometimes  largely 

(1)  law  Rep.  10  Ch.  405.  (2)  Law  Rep.  14  £q.  686. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  636. 
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overdrawn  and  sometimes  brought  within .  much  more  moderate 
limits,  keeps  that  account  on  from  the  year  1872  till  the  latter  end 
of  the  year  1874.  It  is  proved^  I  think,  suflSciently  and  distinctly 
as  a  fact,  that  as  early  at  least  as  in  August,  1874,  an  offer  was 
made  by  Softley  to  give  the  bankers  a  security  upon  the  ship 
No.  Ill,  to  secure  the  money  which  he  then  owed  to  them,  and 
that  that  offer  was  rejected.  The  only  difference  between  Softley*s 
statement  and  theirs  is  this,  that  his  narrative  stops  at  mentioning 
the  refusal  of  the  bankers  to  accept  the  security,  whereas  the  affi- 
davits on  the  part  of  the  bankers  go  further,  and  say  that  he  was 
told  that  they  would  not  accept  the  security  at  that  time,  but 
that  circumstances  might  arise  which  would  induce  them  to  call 
upon  him  to  perfect  the  offer  which  he  then  made.  Mr.  LiUle  has 
argued,  not  without  some  reason,  that  that  ought  to  be  considered 
as  if  the  bankers  declined  to  take  the  security  because  they  were 
aware  that  it  would  be  inconvenient  and  useless  to  them,  and 
would  at  once  endanger  the  credit  of  the  debtor^  and  that  that 
would  be  properly  treated  as  an  evasion  of  the  BilU  of  Sale  Act, 
and,  in  short,  an  attempt  to  bolster  up  the  credit  of  the  debtor  and 
enable  him  to  carry  on  his  business,  they  having  the  power  at  any 
time  to  call  upon  him  to  give  them  a  security  which  would  confer 
on  them  a  preferential  right  over  all  his  other  creditors.  But  I 
cannot  surmise  that ;  I  must  deal  as  a  jury  would  with  the  facts 
proved  before  me,  and  there  is  nothing  I  know,  of  unreasonable  in 
the  conduct  of  the  bankers,  nothing  that  could  induce  me  to  be- 
I  ieve  they  had  any  dishonest  intention  towards  the  other  creditors. 
It  was  reasonable  that  they  should  say  to  this  man, "  Carry  on 
your  business;  pay  in  as  much  as  you  can.  .We  will  help  you  as 
far  as  we  can,  and  if  the>  time  should  ever  come  when  we  should 
wish  to  have  the  security  you  have  already  offered  us,  we  will  call 
upon  you  to  carry  out  that  offer.*'  What  is  there  unlawful  in 
that  ?  You  may  surmise  that  it  was  fraudulent,  but  surmise  is  not 
» enough.  Tou  must  have  some  facts.  There  are  no  facts  here 
which  take  the  case  out  of  the  most  ordinary  transaction  between 
a  banker  and  his  customer ;  advances  made  by  the  banker  to  the 
customer  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  business.  Nor  does 
the  circumstance  that»  when  reports  had  got  abroad  injurious  to 
the  credit  of  SofUey^  and  applications  were  made  to  him  for  pay- 
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creditors  resolved  upon  a  liquidation  by  arrangement  and  ap- 
pointed a  trustee.  The  trustee  reab'zed  the  whole  of  the  debtor's 
estate,  and  thereout  paid  the  creditors  dividends  amounting  to 
68.  lO^iJ.  in  the  pound.  On  the  4th  of  January,  1871,  a  meeting 
of  the  creditors  was  held  to  consider  the  question  of  granting  a  re- 
lease to  the  trustee  and  an  order  of  discharge  to  the  debtor,  and 
the  creditors  then  resolved  that  the  close  of  the  liquidation  should 
take  place  on  and  from  the  14th  of  January,  1871,  and  that  the 
trustee  should  be  released  on  and  from  the  same  day ;  but  no 
order  of  discharge  was  granted  to  the  debtor.  The  debtor  went 
into  business  again,  and  contracted  fresh  debts,  and  on  the  15th  of 
March,  1875,  he  filed  a  second  liquidation  petition,  under  which, 
on  the  Slst  of  March,  the  creditors  met  and  resolved  on  a  liquids- 
tion  by  arrangement  and  appointed  a  trustee. 

No  further  payment  had  been  made  to  the  creditors  under  the 
first  petition. 

The  Begistrar  refused  to  register  the  resolutions,  on  the  ground 
that  no  notice  of  meeting  under  the  second  petition  had  been  given 
to  the  creditors  under  the  first  petition.  This  decision  was  con- 
firmed by  the  Judge.     Williams  appealed. 


Mr.  Finlay  Kntghiy  for  the  Appellant  :«— 

The  creditors  under  the  first  petition  were  not  entitled  to  any 
notice  of  the  meeting  imder  the  second  petition.  If  notice  had 
been  given  them,  and  they  had  attended,  they  could  not  have 
voted.  The  close  of  the  first  liquidation  discharged  the  after- 
acquired  assets  of  the  debtor,  and  the  subsequent  creditors  are 
primarily  entitled  to  those  assets :  Ex  parte  Sir  William  Bu88ell{l) 
It  is  only  as  against  the  debtor's  interest  in  these  assets  that  the 

creditors  under  the  first  petition  have  any  claim,  and  that  claim 

* 

can  only  be  enforced  by  means  of  an  application  to  the  Court 
under  sect.  54  (2)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869. 


(1)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  255,  260. 

(2)  Sect  54 :  "  Where  a  person  who 
has  been  made  banlmipt  has  not  ob- 
tained his  discharge,  then,  from  and 
after  the  close  of  his  bankruptcy,  the 
following  consequences  shall  ensue  : — 

"  1.  No  portion  of  a  debt  provable 


under  the  bankruptcy  shall  be  enforced 
against  the  property  of  the  person  so 
made  bankrupt  until  the  expirction  of 
three  years  from  the  close  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy'; and  during  that  time,  if  he  pay 
to  his  creditors  such  additional  sum  as 
will,  with  the  dividend  paid  out  of  his 
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No  one  appeared  to  oppose  the  appeal. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

To  what  end  or  for  what  purpose  should  notice  of  the  meeting 
under  the  second  petition  have  been  given  to  the  creditors  under 
the  first  petition  ?  They  could  not  rank  as  creditors  under  it. 
They  oould  not  have  voted  at  the  meeting  or  have  taken  any  part 
in  the  proceedings.  I  think,  therefore,  that  notice  to  them  was  not 
necessary.  These  proceedings  can  take  nothing  away  from  them. 
They  cannot  enforce  their  rights  against  the  debtor's  property 
except  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  54 ;  and  by  the  terms  of  that 
section  they  cannot  interfere  with  the  rights  of  those  persons  who 
have  become  creditors  since  the  close  of  the  former  liquidation. 
They  are  judgment  creditors,  but  they  can  only  enforce  their 
rights  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court ;  notice  to  them  would  be  a 
useless  proceeding,  for  no  right  which  they  possess  is  taken  away 
by  anything  which  is  done  under  the  second  liquidation.  The 
resolutions  must  be  registered. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Sharp  dk  UUtthome,  agents 
for  Mr.  /.  Jf«m&,  Cardiff. 
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property  during  the  Innkruptcy,  make 
up  10s.  in  the  pound,  he  shall  be  en- 
titled to  an  order  of  discharge  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  a  dividend  of  lOs,  in 
the  pound  had  originally  been  paid  out 
of  his  property. 

'*  2.  At  the  expiration  of  a  period  of 
three  years  from  the  close  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, if  the  debtor  made  bankrupt 
has  not  obtained  an  order  of  discharge, 
any  balance  remaining  xmpaid  in  respect 
of  any  debt  proved  in  such  bankruptcy 
(but  without  interest  in  the  meantime), 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  subsisting  debt 
in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  debt,  and, 
subject  to  the  rights  of  any  persons  who 
have  become  creditors  of  the  debtor 


since  the  dose  of  his  bankruptcy,  may 
be  enforced  against  any  property  of  the 
debtor,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
which  adjudicated  such  debtor  a  bank- 
rupt, or  of  the  Ck)urt  haying  jurisdic- 
tion in  bankruptcy  in  the  place  where 
the  property  is  situated,  but  to  the  ex- 
tent only,  and  at  the  time  and  in 
manner  directed  by  such  Court,  and 
after  giving  such  notice  and  doing  such 
acts  as  may  be  prescribed  in  that  be- 
half." 

Bules  183-185  of  1870  prescribe  the 
way  in  which  such  applications  to  the 
Court  are  to  be  made,  and  the  notices 
which  are  to  be  given. 


Sxpart€ 
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forms  an  objectiou  to  its  validity.  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  the 
slightest  ground  for  saying  that  either  Act  affects  it.  Whether 
this  thing  was  a  ship  or  not,  although  I  know  not  by  what  other 
name  it  could  be  called,  it  was  the  property  of  the  debtor,  and 
it  was,  to  the  full  extent  of  his  interest^  pledged  and  mortgaged 
by  him.  A  more  absolute  form  of  pledge  cannot  be  conceiyed 
than  this  certificate,  by  which,  under  his  hand,  he  declares  that  he 
has  built  the  ship  for  John  SeoU,  and  that  John  Scott  is  the  owner 
of  it.  I  cannot  conceive  a  more  absolute  transfer  of  property  than 
that  document  contains.  From  the  moment  it  was  signed  the 
property  in  the  ship  would  be  in  John  Scott,  by  the  acknowledge 
ment  of  the  man  who  had  built  her,  and  after  that  she  was  John 
ScoU's  ship,  to  be  dealt  with  as  he  thought  fit.  He  dealt  with  her 
thus : — Ho  took  actual  possession  of  her — that  he  put  his  name  on 
her  does  not  make  any  sort  of  difference,  but  he  took  actual  post- 
session — and  I  should  like  to  know  upon  what  ground  his  posses- 
sion could  be  disputed.  As  I  read  the  certificate,  stating  him  to 
be  the  sole  owner,  he  took  possession  of  nothing  which  belonged 
to  Sofiley,  nothing  was  left  in  SoftUtfs  order  or  disposition,  but 
with  the  certificate  in  his  hand  Scott  took  possession  of  and  wrote 
his  name  upon  the  ship. 

In  my  opinion,  the  order  appealed  against  is  quite  right  on 
every  ground.  The  only  doubt  I  have  entertained  daring  the 
discussion  is  as  to  the  further  advance  of  £770  made  upon  the 
assignment  of  Aven/s  debt,  and  upon  that  I  follow  the  judgment 
as  I  read  it,  for  I  cannot  read  the  words  of  the  order  in  any  other 
sense  than  this.  Upon  that  day,  when  insolvency  was  avowed  by 
the  debtor,  and  notorious  to  the  bankers,  they  exact  from  him  an 
assignment  of  Avery^t  debt  upon  consideration  that  they  will 
advance  him  £770.  To  the  extent  of  the  £770  the  assignment  of 
the  debt  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  good  security  to  the  bankers,  because 
there  was  a  perfect  equivalent  given  for  it  It  does  not  prefer 
them  in  any  way  to  the  other  creditors ;  it  plaoes  them  only  in 
the  situation  of  the  bankrupt,  who  received  the  whole  of  the  £770 
in  full.  But  beyond  that,  notwithstanding  the  terms  of  the 
assignment,  it  is  no  security  at  all,  and  it  cannot  be  held  as 
against  the  trustee  in  the  liquidation.  It  is  a  security  for  £770 
only,   and  so  I  consider  that  the  learned  Judge  has  decided. 
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Beyond  that  I  cannot  peroeiyOi  either  in  the  terms  of  his  order  as 
it  is  drawn  up,  or  in  his  judgment  which  has  been  read  to  me, 
any  authority  for  saying  that  the  bankers  are  at  liberty  to  place 
the  proceeds  of  the  assignment  against  their  general  debt,  or  to  take 
more  of  those  proceeds  than  will  rein^burse  them  the  £770  which 
they  have  advanced.  With  these  observations,  all  I  can  do  is  to 
dismiss  the  appeal.  If  it  is  necessary  to  insert  any  words  in  the 
order,  limiting  the  interest  which  the  bankers  take  under  the 
assignment  of  Avery*s  debt  to  £770,  I  shall  be  very  willing  to 
introduce  them.  Considering  the  difiSculties  of  the  case,  and  the 
fact  that  the  decisions  are  by  no  means  so  clear  as  one  would  like 
to  find  them,  as  affecting  transactions  of  a  class  very  frequent 
among  all  men  of  business  in  the  commercial  world,  I  do  not 
think  I  ought  to  make  the  Appellant  pay  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 


C.J.B. 
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Mr.  Be  Oex: — ^We  shall  be  entitled  to  consolidate  our  two 
securities,  and  they  must  redeem  both  or  neither. 


Sib  James  Baoon,  G.  J. : — Certainly  not  Out  of  what  you  may 
reoeive  from  Avery^e  debt,  you  are  entitled  to  take  £770,  and  no 
more.  By  no  tacking  or  other  magical  operation  can  you  mix 
up  the  two  securities.  Otherwise,  sect.  92  would  clearly  apply, 
and  there  would  be  a  preference  of  one  creditor  over  the  others. 

Solicitor  for  the  Trustee:  Mr.  8.  B.  Hoyle,  agent  for  Messrs. 
Hayle,  Shiplmf,  &  Hoyle,  NewcadU. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bankers :  Messrs.  Waterhouse  &  WinUrboiham, 
agents  for  Messrs.  J.  dk  iZ.  8.  WatsOn,  Newcastle. 

Solicitor  for  Marshall  dk  Co.:  Mr.  0.  B.  Wheeler,  agent  for 
Mr.  R  8.  8ewea,  NeweasUe. 
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O.J.B.  Ex  parte  MACKENZIE-    In  re  HELLIWELL. 

J^         ConsoUdaiion  ff  Proceedings — JoirU  and   Separate  Bankruptcy  FetitioM— 
Jvly  12.  Adjudication  under  the  Joint  Petition  only — Locus  Standi  of  Bankrupt  to 

oppoee  Consolidation^Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  ijb  33  Viet.  c.  71),  ai.  80 

(tu^.  2)»  KXi^Bankruptay  Bulea^  1870,  r.  48. 

An  adjadicatioQ  of  bankruptcy  was  made  upon  a  petition  presented  against 
two  partners  in  trade.  A  petition  had  been  previously  presented  by  the 
same  creditor  against  one  of  the  partners  separately,  and  some  proceedings 
had  been  taken  under  it,  but  no  adjudication  had  been  made: — 

Heldf  that  there  was  power  to  order  the  proceedings  under  the  separate 
petition  to  be  consolidated  with  those  under  the  joint  petition : 

EeMy  also,  that  the  bankrupt  had  no  locus  standi  to  oppose  the  oonsolida* 
tion. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Haltfax 
County  Court 

In  May,  1874,  Balph  HdKweU,  an  ironmonger  at  Halifax,  filed 
a  liquidation  petition  in  the  Halifax  County  Court  In  it  he 
described  himself  as  a  sole  trader,  trading  under  the  firm  of  B. 
Harsfall  dk  Co,  One  of  the  creditors  mentioned  in  his  sftatement 
of  affairs  was  Elizabeth  HarsfaU,  for  a  debt  of  £676.  The  first 
meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held  on  the  28th  of  May,  1874,  and  it 
*  was  then  resolved  by  the  proper  majority  to  accept  a  composition 
of  lOa.  in  the  pound,  payable  in  three  instalments,  the  last  of 
which  was  to  be  guaranteed  by  Mrs.  HorsfaU.  At  this  meeting 
she  proved  a  debt  of  £676.  This  resolution  was  duly  confirmed 
at  the  second  meeting  of  the  creditors.  Donald  Maekensne,  a  dis- 
sentient creditor,  having  received  information  that  Mrs.  Hor$fatt 
was  in  fact  a  partner  with  HeUiweU  in  his  business,  applied  to  the 
Court  for  an  order  for  the  examination  of  HeUiwell  and  Mrs.  Hors- 
/oS,  on  the  ground  that  the  resolutions  had  been  passed  by  fraud. 
This  application  was  granted,  and  they  were  examined  on  the 
15th  of  March,  1875,  and  it  appeared  that  there  had  been  a 
partnership  between  them  in  the  business,  a  formal  deed  of 
partnership  having  been  executed.  Thereupon  Ma^kenzief  on  the 
22Dd  of  March,  presented  a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bank- 
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ruptcy  against  Hdliwdl  under  the  last  clause  (1)  of  sect,  126  of     a  J.  B, 
the  Bankrtij^  Ad,  1869.    A  receiver  was  at  once  appointed,  and        1875 
orders  were  made  restraining  some  creditors  from  levying  execn«     jj^  ^^aru 
tion  against  the  debtor's  property.  Maokbnzm. 

The  13th  of  April  was  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  this  peti-  hblliwblu 
tion,  and  HeUiwell  and  Mrs.  SorsfcJl  and  other  persons  were  sub- 
poenaed  as  witnesses.  Before  that  day  arrived,  Madkenzie  issued 
a  debtor's  summons  against  EeUiweU  and  Mrs.  EorafdH,  and  by 
failing  to  comply  with  it  they  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
On  the  13th  of  April,  Maekenzie  presented  a  petition  for  adjudica- 
tion of  bankruptcy  against  them  jointly,  founded  on  this  act  of 
bankruptcy.  When,  on  the  same  day,  the  hearing  of  the  separate 
petition  was  opened,  one  of  the  witnesses  asked  for  an  adjournment, 
in  order  that  he  might  obtain  the  assistance  of  counsel,  and  an 
order  adjourning  the  heariug  to  the  11th  of  May  was  made.  The 
solicitor  of  HeUiweU  and  Mrs.  EortfM  then  expressed  his  readiness 
to  consent  to  a  joint  adjudication  being  at  once  made  against 
them,  and  an  adjudication  was  made  accordingly.  The  first  meet- 
ing of  the  creditors  under  the  joint  petition  was  held  on  the  10th 
of  May,  and  a  trustee  was  appointed.  The  creditors  also  resolved 
to  transfer  the  proceedings  under  this  petition  to  the  Birmingham 
County  Court.  On  the  11th  of  May,  the  adjourned  hearing  of  the 
separate  petition  took  place,  and  an  application  was  made  on  be* 
half  of  the  petitioner  that  the  separate  petition,  and  all  the  pro- 
ceedings thereunder,  might  be  annexed  to,  and  consolidated  and 
amalgamated  with,  tlie  joint  petition.  The  trustee  consented  to 
this  application,  but  it  was  opposed  by  Helliwdl.  The  Judge 
made  an  order  dismissing  the  separate  petition,  and  refusing  the 
application  to  consolidate  the  proceedings.    Maekenzie  appealed. 

Mr.  Wintloto,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Sendereon,  for  the  Appellant: — 

The  separate  petition  was  necessary,  because  otherwise  the  com- 
position resolutions  would  have  been  an  answer,  as  far  as  EeUifvett 
was  concerned,  to  the  debtor's  summons.    The  Court  has  power  to 

(I)  The  last  clause  of  sect.  126  pro-  sufficient  cause,  proceed  without  in  jus- 

y^jea : — *'If  it  appear  to  the  Court,  tice  or  undue  delay  to  the  creditors  or 

on  satisfactory  evidence,  that  a  compo-  to  the  debtor,  the  (Dourt  may  adjudge 

sition  under  this  section  cannot,  in  con-»  the  debtor  a  bankrupt,  and  proceedings 

tequence  of  legal  difficulties,  or  for  any  may  be  had  accordingly.*' 
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C.  J.  B.     order  the  consolidation,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  there  has 
1875       been  no  adjudication  under  the  separate  petition :  Bankruptcy  Ad^ 
Ex  pafU     1869,  sect.  80,  sub-sect.  2,  sect  102  (1). 

j^  ^  [The  Chief  Judge  : — Under  the  old  practice  an  order  for  con- 

Hbluwell.  solidation  would  not  have  been  made  till  after  adjudication.  What 

is  the  object  of  having  a  consolidation  io  this  case  ?     A  joint 

adjudication  gives  the  creditors  every  possible  right  against  the 

partners,  and  either  of  them.] 

The  trustee  wishes  to  avail  himself  of  the  proceedings  which 
have  been  had  under  the  separate  petition.  The  file  of  proceed- 
ings, if  it  is  not  transferred  to  the  Birmingham  Ck>urt,  can  only  be 
got  at  by  means  of  a  9tibpo$na  duces  tecum. 

The  banlonipt  has  no  right  to  oppose  the  application ;  he  has 
no  interest  in  the  matter :  Ex  parte  Lister  (2). 

Mr.  B.  H.  Collins,  for  HettiweU:— 

This  is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  Judge,  and  the  Court 
of  Appeal  will  not  interfere.  But  there  is  no  reason  for  making 
the  order,  as  a  separate  adjudication  is  unnecessary.  Moreover 
Bule  48  of  the  Bankruptcy  BtUes,  1870  (3),  applies,  and  shews 
that  the  separate  petition  was  rightly  dismissed. 

(1)  Sect.  80,  sub -sect.  2:— "Where  the  proceedings  la  respect  of  the  pro- 
two  or  mora  bankniptcy  petitions  are  perties  of  the  members  of  the  same 
presented  against  the  same  debtor,  or  partnership  as  it  thinks  jostb** 
against  debtors  being  members  of  the  (2)  Mont.  &  Ch.  260. 
same  partnership,  the  Court  may  con-  (3)  Bule  48 :  "  Where  two  or  more 
solidate  the  proceedings,  or  any  of  petitions  are  presented  to  the  same 
them,  upon  such  terms  as  the  Court  Court  against  the  same  debtor,  or 
thinks  fit"  against  debtors  being  members  of  the 

Sect.  102 :  '*  Where  one  member  of  same  partnership,  the  petition  which 

a  partnership  has  been  adjudicated  a  was  first  presented  shall  be  first  heard; 

bankrupt,  any  other  petition  for  adju-  and  where  such  first  petition  shall  sot 

dication  against  a  member  of  the  same  have  been  served,  or  where  the  debtor 

partnership  shall  be  filed  in  or  trans*  shews  cause  against  the  petition,  or 

ferred  to  the  Court  in  which  the  firsts  where  delay  will  be  avoided,  any  other 

mentioned  petition  is  in  course  of  pro-  petition  which  has  been  served  may  be 

secution,  and,  unless  the  Court  other-  heard,  and  if  the  Court  make  adjadt- 

wise  directs,  the  property  of  such  last-  cation  thereon,  the  Court  shall,  after 

mentioned  member  shall  vest  in  the  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  kx 

trustee  appointed  in  respect  of  the  pro-  appeal  against  the  adjudication. 


perty  of  the  first-mentioned  member     all  the  other  petitipns  upon  such  terms 
of  the  partnership,  and  the  Court  may     as  to  costs  as  it  shall  deem  ju^t." 
give  suidh  directions  for  amalgamating 
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It  is  said  that  this  is  a  matter  only  for  the  exercise  of  the  dis-        ^^^ 


oretion  of  the  Judge,  bat,  if  so,  that  discretion  must  be  exercised  Ez  parte 
upon  the  facts  before  him.  By  the  affidavit  of  Mr,  Hodgson  it 
appears  that  a  variety  of  proceedings  were  taken  under  tlie  sepa-  Helliwell. 
rate  petition  which  concerned  the  creditors  very  much.  This 
affidavit  is  not  referred  to  in  the  order,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  Judge  took  these  facts  into  consideration.  If  it  be 
proper  that  the  conduct  of  the  bankrupt  should  be  inquired  into, 
the  matter  ceases  to  be  one  of  discretion,  and  becomes  one  of 
right.  Bule  48  does  not  stand  in  the  way  of  the  consolidation 
asked  for;  it  applies  to  a  totally  different  state  of  circumstances. 
Under  it  the  Court  has  power  to  suppress  a  wholly  unnecessary 
petition.  In  the  present  case  it  is  not  disputed  that  there  are 
facts  into  which  it  may  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  inquire.  The 
proceedings  under  the  joint  petition  must  go  on  in  the  Bi^tningJiam 
Court ;  and  I  think  the  two  petitions  ought  to  be  consolidated  in 
order  that  the  trustee  under  the  joint  petition  may  be  able  pro- 
perly to  exercise  all  his  legal  rights. 

I  have  heard  the  bankrupt  because  he  has  been  served  with 
notice  of  the  appeal.  I  do  not  know  why  this  should  have  been 
done.  He  has  no  right  to  oppose  the  application ;  the  matter  is 
one  which  concerns  his  trustee  only.  The  order  of  the  County 
Court  must  be  discharged,  so  far  as  it  dismisses  the  separate 
petition,  and  an  order  must  be  made  to  consolidate  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  A.  E,  MiUer^  agent  for  Mr. 
C.  B.  Hodgson^  Birmingham. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bankrupt ;  Messrs.  Bower  &  Cotton,  agents  for 
Mr.  F.  JtM,  HalifcM. 
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0.  J.  B,  Ex  parte  COOPER.    In  re  BAILLIE. 

iS^         Petitioning  Creditor'i  Debt^Equitahle  Assignee  of  Debt-^Bankruptcy  Aci^  1869 
JtUy  19.  (32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71),  f.  6. 

The  equitable  assignee  of  a  debt  can  present  a  bankruptcy  petition  against 
the  debtor  without  joining  the  assignor  as  a  co-petitioner. 

A  PETITION  for  adjudication  of  bankraptcy  against  W.  M. 
BaiUie,  was  presented  by  J.  i2.  Cooper.  The  Petition  stated  that 
Baittie  was  indebted  to  the  Petitioner  in  the  sum  of  £5000,  as 
assignee  of  a  debt  of  that  amount  due  from  Baillie  to  another 
person.  The  assignor  did  not  join  in  the  Petition,  and  he  refused 
to  do  so.  He,  however,  joined  with  the  Petitioner  in  an  aflSdayit, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  the  £5000  was  lent  to  Baillie  in 
June,  1873,  and  that  in  February,  1875,  the  debt  was  assigned  by 
the  lender  to  Cooper.  Mr.  Registrar  Pepye  doubted  whether  the 
assignee  had  a  right  to  present  the  Petition  without  joining  the 
assignor  as  co-Petitioner,  and  he  referred  the  matter  to  the  Chief 
Judge. 

Mr.  Winslow^  Q.C.,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

Formerly,  no  doubt,  a  mere  equitable  assignee  of  a  debt  oonid 
not  petition  in  bankruptcy  against  the  debtor ;  the  assignor  must 
have  joined  in  the  Petition.  But  this  is  altered  by  the  Act  of 
1869,  sect.  6  of  which  provides  that  '*  the  debt  of  the  petitioning 
creditor  must  be  a  liquidated  sum  due  at  law  or  in  equity." 
Formerly  the  debt  must  have  been  one  due  at  law  and  in  equity. 
The  alteration  has  been  made  deliberately  with  the  view  of 
meeting  such  a  case  as  the  present,  where  the  assignor  refuses  to 
join  in  the  Petition. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

In  equity  the  assignee  is  the  person  to  whom  the  debt  is  due, 
and  he  could  sue  for  it  either  in  the  name  of  the  assignor  or  in 
his  own*  I  think  that  the  assignee  is  entitled  to  present  the 
Petition  alone. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Ltnklater  dt  Co. 
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Eb  parte  READER.    In  re  WRIGLEY.  C.  J.  B. 

Fraudulent  Frtfereace — Pi'esture — Trial  by  Jury — Application  for  New  Trial         y^.^^ 
^Time—Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict,  c.  71),  f.  d%— Bankruptcy      July  19. 
Bulcs,  1870,  r.  140.  "^ — 

A  creditor  suggested  to  his  debtor  that  the  latter  should  buy  goods  on 
credit  from  other  persons,  and  should  with  the  proceeds  of  their  sale  pay  off 
the  debt  due  to  the  former.  The  debtor  adopted  the  suggestion,  and  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  goods  which  he  obtained  on  credit  he  made 
several  payments  on  account  of  the  debt.  There  was  evidence  that  the  pay- 
ments were  made  under  pressure  from  the  creditor.  The  debtor  afterwards 
filed  a  liquidation  petition : — 

Held,  that,  as  the  transaction  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception,  it  was  imma- 
terial that  the  payments  were  made  under  pressure,  but  that  they  must  be 
set  aside  as  being  fraudulent  preferences. 

Where  a  jury  have  found  a  verdict  on  an  issue  of  fact,  but  no  order  oonsc* 
quent  thereon  has  been  made  by  the  Judge,  it  is  not  necessary  that  an  appli- 
cation  for  a  now  trial  should  be  made  within  twenty-one  days  from  the 
finding. 

Eule  143  of  the  Bankruptcy  BvHes,  1870,  docs  not  apply  to  such  a  case, 
either  directly  or  by  analogy. 

JL  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Oldham 
County  Court. 

Samuel  Wrighy  was  a  cotton-spinner  at  Oldham.  He  com- 
menced business  there  in  January,  1873.  He  took  a  lease  of  a 
mill  and  purchased  the  machinery  in  it  for  £4750 ;  of  this  sum 
he  paid  only  £600,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  balance  he 
gave  the  vendors  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  machinery.  On  the  15th  of 
Januaiy,  1873,  he  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with 
Messrs.  Beader  <&  Chai^ney,  cotton  brokers  at  Liverpool^  by  which, 
in  consideration  of  their  making  advances  to  him  to  the  extent  of 
£1000,  he  agreed  to  allow  them  to  charge  a  profit  of  three-sixteenths 
of  a  penny  per  pound  on  the  net  weight  of  all  cotton  used  in  his 
mill  (in  addition  to  the  ordinary  brokerage  charges  and  5  per  cent, 
interest);  also  to  instruct  the  buyers  of  his  yam  to  pay  their 
purchase-money  to  Beader  &  Cluxmey^  and,  in  the  event  of  his 
collecting  any  of  the  accounts  himself,  he  engaged  immediately  to 
pay  the  same  to  them.    He  was  also  to  permit  them  to  have  access 

3  (?  2  2 
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C.  J.  B.     to  the  books  of  the  mill  whenever  required,  and  to  furnifih  them 
1875       with  an  account  of  all  deliveries  of  yam,  with  buyer's  name,  on 
j^^Z^     the  day  of  delivery,  and  to  render  a  monthly  account  of  all  waste 
BxADXB.     i^j  fly  bought  by  him.    When  this  agreement  was  entered  into 
Wbtolit.    Reader  db  Chamey  knew  that  he  had  not  paid  the  whole  purchase- 
money  for  the  machinery,  but  they  did  not  know  until  the 
following  May  that  he  had  given  any  bill  of  sale  of  the  machinery. 
They  had  advanced  him  £300  before  the  agreement  was  signed, 
and  they  continued  afterwards  to  make  him  considerable  advances, 
both  in  money  and  cotton,  until  the  beginning  of  July,  1873.    Ho 
did  not,  however,  properly  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
and  he  failed  to  supply  them  with  the  monthly  accounts.     At  the 
beginning  of  July,  1873,  upwards  of  £2000  was  due  to  them.    At 
the  end  of  June  a  person  named  Miles  Crompton  was,  at  the 
instance  of  Reader  dt  Chamey,  appointed  bookkeeper  to  Wriffky, 
and  they  paid  a  part  of  his  salary.    After  his  appointment  Crompton 
was  in  the  habit  of  keeping  them  regularly  informed  of  the  state 
of  WrigJeys  affairs.    On  the  4th  of  July  Chamey  met  Wrigley  on 
the  Maneheder  Eosehange,  and  told  him  that  his  firm  would  not 
make  him  any  more  advances.    Chamey  also  said  to  him,  *' You 
must  try  to  pay  us  up.    Do  with  other  people  as  you  have  done 
with  us ;  we  have  given  you  four  months ;  you  must  get  as  long 
credit  elsewhere."    On  the  4th  of  July,  Crompton^  on  behalf  of 
Wrigley,  had  written  to  Reader  &  Chamey  asking  them  to  send  at 
once  a  large  quantity  of  cotton,  and  on  the  5th  of  July  they  wrote  to 
Wrigley  as  follows :— "  In  reply  to  yours  of  yesterday,  we  wired  you, 
as  agreed  upon ;  buy  what  you  require  in  Oldham.    This  is  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  arrangement  between  you  and  our  Mr.  Chamey 
made  in  Manchester  yesterday.    Of  course  you  will  see  to  getting 
as  long  credit  as  you  can,  and  buy  only  from  those  who  are  willing 
to  let  you  have  credit,  as  we  are  very  anxious  to  get  our  account.'' 
After  this  Reader  cfe  Chamey  made  no  further  advances  to  Wrigley, 
with  the  exception  of  a  sum  of  £60  which  they  provided  to  enable 
him  to  pay  his  workmen's  wages.    He  purchased  a  large  quantity 
of  cotton  from  other  firms  on  credit,  and  with  the  proceeds  of 
its  sale  he  made  payments  to  Reader  &  Chamey  to  the  amount  of 
£1200.    On  the  3rd  of  October,  1873,  he  filed  a  liquidation  pe  tition. 
At  that  time  he  still  owed  them  nearly  £1200.    The  trustee  under 
the  liquidation  sought  to  recover  from  Reader  d  Chamey  the 
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£1200  which  they  had  receiyed,  on  the  ground  that  the  payments 
amounted  to  fraudulent  preferences.  To  determine  the  qnes- 
tion,  an  issue  was  directed  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  on  the  16th  of 
May,  1875,  the  trustee  being  Plaintiff  and  Beader  dt  Ohamey 
Defendants.  At  the  trial  Wrigley  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and 
in  the  course  of  his  evidence  he  said, ''  I  was  pressed  for  payment, 
and  I  was  pressed  too  much.  I  said  once  I  could  not  pay  more 
than  £100  a  week.  That  was  about  August.  On  the  22nd  May  the 
Defendants  pressed  for  a  substantial  security."  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  Defendants. 

On  the  12th  of  June  the  trustee  gave  notice  of  an  application  to 
the  County  Court  for  an  order  directing  that  the  verdict  should  be 
set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
against  the  evidence.  No  order  consequent  upon  the  verdict  had 
been  made  by  the  Judge.  On  the  18th  of  June  the  Judge  ordered 
that  a  new  trial  should  take  place  on  the  22nd  of  July.  From  this 
order  Beader  &  Chamey  appealed. 

Mr.  Jordan,  for  the  Appellants : — 

I  say,  first,  that  the  application  was  made  too  late.  It  has  been 
held  that,  by  analogy  to  rule  143  of  the  Bankruptcy  Bides,  1870, 
which  fixes  twenty-one  days  as  the  time  within  which  an  appeal 
must  be  brought,  an  application  for  a  rehearing  ought  generally 
to  be  made  within  the  same  period :  Ht  parte  Brawn  (1).  I  con- 
tend that  the  same  analogy  holds  good  with  regard  to  an  applica- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  and  here  the  application  was  not  made  till 
thirty-three  days  after  the  verdict  was  given. 

But,  upon  the  evidence,  I  contend  that  the  verdict  was  right. 
What  Chamey  said  to  Wrigley  merely  came  to  this :  "  You  have 
deceived  us,  and  we  won't  trust  you  any  more.  If  you  want  credit, 
you  must  get  it  elsewhere.  But  you  must  pay  us  our  debt."  It 
was  not  intended  as  an  invitation  to  commit  a  fraud.  It  is  clear 
that  the  subsequent  payments  were  made  under  pressure,  and  that 
is  enough  to  support  them:  Smith  v.  Timma  (2);  Ex  parte 
Tempest  (3). 

Mr.  Little,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  8.  Taylor,  for  the  trustee,  were  not 

called  on. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  304.  (2)  1  H.  &  C.  849. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Cb.  70. 


C.  J.  B. 
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JSx  parte 

RXADXB. 

In  re 

WSIGLET. 


Sra  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

Mr.  Jordan  has  taken  two  points.  He  says,  first,  tliat  the  appeal 
is  not  in  time.  In  my  opinion  it  is  in  perfectly  good  time.  The 
twenty-one  days  mentioned  in  Bale  143  refer  to  an  appeal  from 
an  order  of  the  Court.  The  observations  made  in  £b  parte 
Brown  (1)  might  apply  to  a  case  in  which  there  had  been  an 
order  made,  but  there  has  been  no  order  in  this  case.  The 
learned  Judge,  for  his  own  satisfaction,  directed  that  there  should 
be  a  trial  before  a  jury.  That  he  was  greatly  dissatisfied  with  the 
verdict  given  is  quite  clear,  for  on  the  application  made  by  Mr. 
Little's  ch'ent  he  directed  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial.  The 
verdict  of  the  jury  was  not  conclusive  to  his  mind.  It  was  for  him 
to  adopt  it  or  to  direct  a  new  trial,  whichever  he  thought  fit.  He 
had  made  no  order,  and  there  is  no  point  of  time  from  whicli  you 
can  measure  the  period  of  twenty-one  days.  It  is  a  matter  purely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Court.  The  objection  on  the  point  of 
time,  in  my  opinion,  wholly  fails. 

With  regard  to  the  other  point,  a  more  suspicious  case  cannot 
well  be  imagined.  As  I  have  already  said,  the  learned  Judge  was 
clearly  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  I  do  not  see 
how  he  could  do  otherwise,  than  direct  a  new  trial.  Under  the 
circumstances,  the  fact  that  there  was  pressure  before  the  pay- 
ments were  made  is  immaterial.     [His  Lordship  read  sect.  92.] 

Where  was  the  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  payees  ?  It  is  not 
denied  that,  however  ill  this  man  had  behaved  to  Messrs.  Reader  & 
Chamejf,  however  much  he  had  falsified  his  returns,  however  much 
he  had  broken  his  agreement  with  them,  Charney  met  him  on  the 
Exchange,  and  said  to  him  in  effect :  "  You  are  in  a  failing  condi- 
tion. You  owe  us  money,  and  you  cannot  pay  us.  Go  and  rob  " 
— I  was  going  to  say,  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  too  strong  an  expres- 
sion— "go  and  cheat  somebody  else,  and  with  the  proceeds  of  your 
cheating  pay  us."  And  these  are  the  creditors  who  contend  that 
the  transaction  was  in  good  faith.  I  think  that,  on  the  evidence, 
the  verdict  cannot  stand,  and  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Chester,  Urquhart,  &  Co.,  agents  for  Messrs. 
Dawson  &  Scowcroft,  Bolton  ;  Mr.  /.  W.  MeUor,  Oldhum. 

(1)  Lftw  Rep.  9  Ch.  304. 
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Ex  parte  DICKIN.    In  re  FOSTER  0.  J.  R 

1875 
Joint  and  Separate  Estates — Declaration  of  Dividends — Application  for  Dedara-         w-^w 

tion  of  Dividend  on  Joint  Estate  he/ore  S^paraU  Estate — Bankruptcy  Act,      J^y  28. 

1869  (32  <fe  33  Vict.  c.  71),  «.  1(A— Creditor  holding  Security  on  Separate 

Estate  for  Joint  and  Separate  Behts — Biglit  to   appropriate  Produce  of 

Security — Proof 

A  creditor  of  two  partners  was  also  a  creditor  of  one  of  the  partners  sepa- 
rately, and  the  title-deeds  of  separate  estate  of  that  partner  were  deposited 
with  him  to  secure  both  the  joint  and  the  separate  debts.  The  two  partners 
filed  a  joint  liquidation  petition,  and  the  partner  whose  separate  estate  was 
mortgaged  also  filed  a  separate  liquidation  petition.  The  security  having 
been  realized : — 

Held,  that  the  creditor  was  entitled  to  apportion  the  produce  of  the  reali- 
zation between  his  joint  and  separate  debts  in  whatever  way  was  most  for 
his  advantage,  and  that,  to  enable  him  to  exercise  this  option,  he  was  entitled 
to  apply  to  the  Court,  under  sect.  104  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  to  have  a 
dividend  on  the  joint  estate  declared  before  the  declaration  of  a  dividend  on 
the  separate  estate. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Bradford 

County  Court. 

John  Foster  and  W,  B,  Sinings  were  partners  in  trade.  Foster 
also  carried  on  a  separate  business  of  his  own.  The  firm  kept  a 
banking  account  with  the  Bradford  Banking  Company ^  and  Foster 
also  kept  a  separate  account  with  the  company.  Hinings  did  not 
keep  any  separate  account.  In  1871  Hinings  deposited  with  the 
bank  the  title-deeds  of  some  separate  property  belonging  to  him, 
to  secure  the  balance  then  due,  or  which  might  become  due,  from 
the  firm  to  the  bank.  On  the  Slst  of  October,  1873,  Foster  de- 
posited with  the  bank  the  title-deeds  of  some  separate  property 
of  his,  giving  them  at  the  same  time  a  memorandum  in  writing, 
by  which  he  covenanted  with  their  trustees  that  the  deeds,  and 
the  property  to  which  they  related,  should  be  a  security  for  the 
balance  of  account  then  due,  or  which  might  thereafter  become 
due^  to  the  company  from  him,  either  alone  or  together  with  any 
other  person  or  persons  with  whom  he  was  or  might  be  in  part- 
nership ;  and  he  coyenanted  also  to  execute  a  legal  mortgage  of 
the  property  to  the  company  when  required  by  them. 
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In  1874  Foster  and  Hinings  filed  a  liquidation  petition^and 
Foster  on  the  same  day  filed  a  separate  petition.  On  the  23rd  of 
May,  1874,  the  joint  creditors  resolved  on  a  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment, and  appointed  Henry  Dichin  trustee.  The  separate  creditors 
of  Foder  also  resolved  on  a  liquidation,  and  appointed  the  same 
trustee.  At  the  commencement  of  the  liquidation  the  debt  doe 
to  the  bank  from  the  firm  was  £13,602  48.  7i.,  and  the  separate 
debt  due  from  Foster  was  £4458  lOs.  Id.  The  bank  proved  against 
the  joint. estate  for  the  full  amount  of  their  debt,  not  deducting 
anything  in  respect  of  their  securities,  as  they  did  not  aiBTect  the 
joint  estate.  The  securities  were  afterwards  realized,  with  the  con- 
currence of  the  trustee,  without  any  actual  order  for  sale  being  made 
under  Rule  78  of  the  Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870.  The  security  upon  the 
separate  estate  of  Foster  produced  £11,462  198.  6d.,  and  that  upon 
the  separate  estate  of  Sinings  produced  £1135,  making  together 
£12,597  19«.  65.,  which  was  not  enough  to  pay  the  joint  debt  in 
full.  The  bank  then  tendered  a  proof  against  the  separate  estate 
oi  Foster  for  £1628  19$.  2d.  This  sum  was  arrived  at  by  appor- 
tioning the  £12,597  19«.  Qd.  derived  from  the  securities  between 
the  joint  and  the  separate  debts,  in  the  ratio  which  their  amounts 
bore  to  each  other,  and  deducting  from  the  separate  debt  the  sum 
thus  apportioned  to  it,  the  proof  tendered  being  for  the  balance. 
The  trustee  rejected  the  proof,  on  the  ground  that  the  security 
on  Foster's  estate  ought  to  have  been  applied  in  the  first  instance 
in  paying  in  full  the  separate  debt.  Application  was  then  made 
by  the  bank  to  the  County  Court  The  Judge  was  of  opinion  that 
the  proof  had  been  improperly  rejected  in  ioto.  He  thought  that 
the  bank  were  entitled  to  apply  the  sum  realized  from  the  seen' 
rities  in  paying  the  two  debts  in  whatever  way  they  chose.  But 
he  was  of  opinion  that  they  could  not  properly  exercise  their 
option  until  a  dividend  had  been  declared  on  the  joint  estate.  None 
had  been  declared  on  either  estate.  He,  therefore,  on  the  4th  of 
June,  1875,  ordered  that  the  application,  so  £ir  as  it  related  to  the 
sum  for  which  the  bank  were  entitled  to  prove  against  the  sepa* 
rate  estate  of  Foster,  should  stand  over  until  they  should  have 
made  such  application  to  the  Court  as  they  might  be  advised  with 
reference  to  the  declaration  of  a  dividend  oh  the  joint  estate.  The 
bank  then  applied  to  the  Court,  under  sect.  104  of  the  Bankruptcy 
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Ad,  1889,  for  aa  order  directing  the  trustee  to  declare  a  dividend      c.  J.  B. 
on  the  joint  estate,  prior  to  and  separately  from  a  dividend  on  the        i875 
separate  estate.    The  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  bank  were     ex  parte 
entitled  to  have  such  an  order  made,  but  as  it  was  stated  to  him      I>icki»« 
that  the  trustee  intended  to  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  4th  of     FonEB. 
June,  he  ordered  that  the  hearing  of  the  second  application  should 
stand  over  to  await  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  from  the  first  order. 
The  second  order  was  dated  the  8th  of  June.    The  trustee  appealed 
from  both  orders. 

Mr.  Window,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  E.  JoneB,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

The  bank  wish  to  keep  the  produce  of  their  securities,  and  to 
prove  against  the  joint  estate  for  the  full  amount  of  the  joint  debt, 
and  also  against  the  separate  estate  for  the  full  amount  of  the 
separate  debt.  They  cannot  do  this.  They  must  apply  what  they 
have  received  in  reduction  either  of  the  joint  debt  or  of  the  sepa- 
rate debt.  Moreover,  an  application  to  the  Court,  under  sect.  104  (1), 
cannot  be  made  by  one  single  creditor.  It  can  only  be  made  by  a 
class  of  creditors,  as,  for  instance,  if  the  trustee  had  a  large  sum 
in  hand  on  account  of  the  joint  estate,  and  scarcely  anything  had 
been  realized  from  the  separate  estate,  the  joint  creditors  might 
apply  to  have  a  dividend  on  the  joint  estate  declared. 

Mr.  Be  Gex,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Baghy^  for  the  bank,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Sir  James  Bacok,  C.J.  :-- 

I  think  that  no  reasonable  objection  can  be  taken  to  the  order 
which  the  learned  Judge  has  made.  He  ha?,  as  might  have  been 
expected,  given  the  most  deliberate  attention  to  the  case. 

The  case  is  not  incumbered  by  any  sort  of  diflRculty.  Nothing 
is  more  clear  than  the  law  upon  this  subject,  that  a  creditor  who 
has  a  security  which  he  has  a  right  to  apply  to  one  or  other  of  two 
debts  due  to  him,  can  exercise  that  right  in  any  way  he  thinks  fit. 

(1)  Sect.  104  provides :    **  Where  order  to  the  contrary  that  may  be  made 

joint  and  separate  properties  are  being  by  the  Court  on  the  application  of  any 

administered,  dividends  of  the  joint  and  i^rson  interested,  be  declared  together." 
separate  properties  shall,  subject  to  any 
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1875       of  their  security  in  paying  the  two  debts  in  any  way  they  think  fit. 

jgjTJwto     To  save  expense  the  trustee,  without  any  formal  order  for  sale,  at 

DioDH.     QQQQ  consented  to  the  realization  of  the  securities.    It  was  much 

VosTEB,     more  than  consent,  be  was  a  party  to  the  realization  of  the  secu- 

ritiesy  and  without  his  positive  act  the  realization  could  not  have 

taken  place. 

Well,  then,  as  the  right  to  an  option  on  the  part  of  the  bank 
is  too  clear  to  be  questioned,  can  there  be  any  impropriety  in  the 
learned  Judge  saying,  "You  come  here  to  prove  for  £1628;  you 
arrive  at  that  sum  by  an  appropriation  which  you  have  made,  and 
which  you  think  a  fair  appropriation,  of  the  securities  between  the 
two  debts.    You  had  no  right  to  make  that  particular  appro- 
priation, and  I  cannot  authorize  it ;  but  that  you  will  be  entitled  to 
prove  for  something  on  the  separate  estate  is  quite  clear,  and  there- 
fore the  trustee's  wholesale  rejection  of  your  claim  to  prove  is  wrong. 
But,  until  a  dividend  on  the  joint  estate  is  declared,  yon  cannot 
properly  exercise  the  right  or  the  option  which  the  law  confers 
upon  you,  and  therefore  I  will  make  no  order  as  to  the  sum  for 
which  you  may  be  entitled  to  prove  until  a  dividend  has  been 
declared  upon  the  joint  estate."     Can  anything  be  more  proper, 
rational,  and  considerate,  having  regard  to  the  creditors'  interests, 
than  that  mode  of  dealing  with  the  matter  ?    I  quite  concur  in 
every  word  which  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  has  used  in 
delivering  his  judgment.     Can  it  be  said  that  he  is  not  at 
liberty,  finding  the  matter  not  at  present  clear  and  ripe  for  de- 
cision, to  adjourn  the  case  ?      It  is  plainly  within  his  discretion 
to  order  an  adjournment,  but  having,  as  he  felt  himself  bound  io 
do,  pronounced  a  decision  which  involved  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
and  understanding  that  his  decision  wa«  to  be  appealed  from,  he 
postponed  the  making  of  any  further  order  until  an  application 
should  be  made  for  the  declaration  of  a  dividend.    The  day  arrived 
which  he  had  appointed  for  that  application.    It  is  an  application 
under  the  104th  section,  and  it  is  said  that  that  104th  section  does 
not  give  the  Judge  power  to  make  the  order  which  he  has  made. 
Upon  this  second  occasion,  when  the  application  was  made  under 
the  104th  section,  the  Judge  took  pains  to  give  reasons  why  he 
thought  he  had  a  discretionary  power,  and  why  the  interests  of  the 
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parties  and  the  justice  of  the  case  required  that  he  should  exercise 
that  power.  It  might  happen  that  the  joint  estate  would  be  easily 
realized,  and  that  the  separate  estate  could  not  be  realized  for  a 
long  period,  or  it  might  be  just  the  other  way.  But  this  is  the  power 
vested  in  the  Court  by  the  104th  section,  that,  taking  the'  facts 
and  the  interests  of  the  creditors  into  consideration,  the  Court 
shall  have  power,  if  necessary,  not  to  declare  the  dividends 
together,  as  would  be  done  in  an  ordinary  case. 

In  my  opinion  the  Judge  act^d  with  the  most  perfect  reason,  and 
with  strict  regard  to  the  true  interests  of  the  creditors,  in  post- 
poning the  order  asked  for  on  the  second  occasion  until  the  appeal 
which  was  announced  as  about  to  be  brought  from  his  first  order 
should  have  been  heard.  The  first  appeal,  in  my  opinion,  wholly 
fails. 

The  second  appeal  is  unreasonable,  because  the  order  merely 
directed  an  adjournment,  which  the  Court  had  full  power  to  make, 
until  after  the  appeal  from  the  first  order  was  decided.  Both 
orders  are,  in  my  opinion,  perfectly  right.  No  order  as  to  the 
declaration  of  dividends  is  yet  made.  When  the  application  is 
renewed  after  the  period  of  adjournment  has  elapsed,  the  Judge 
will  do  as  he  thinks  fit  with  regard  to  the  declaration  of  a  dividend 
upon  the  joint  estate ;  and  it  is  clear  in  point  of  fact  that  the 
bankers  cannot  exercise  their  option,  and  cannot  know  the  extent 
of  their  legal  right,  until  that  dividend  has  been  declared.  Both 
appeals  entirely  fail.  They  will  be  dismissed,  but  the  costs  of  one 
appeal  only  will  be  allowed  to  the  Bespondents. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  Layton  &  Jaquet,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Watson  dt  Dickons^  Bradford, 

Solicitors  for  the  Bankers :  Messrs.  Paterson^  Snow^  &  Bumey^ 
agents  for  Mr.  W.  Oardiner,  Bradford,  # 
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*^vw  Comjfosition — Enforcing    Provisions — Surety — Jurisdiction — Bankruptcy   Ad, 

J^y  2-^'  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  126. 

The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  payment  of  & 
composition  by  a  surety  who  has  covenanted  with  a  trustee  on  behalf  of 
the  creditors  for  its  payment. 

If  the  surety  fails  to  pay,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trustee  to  sue  him  at  law  on 
his  covenant ;  and  if  the  trustee  neglects  this  duty,  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
lias  power  to  compel  him  to  perform  it. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  NeweoiSe' 
on-  Tj/ne  County  Court 

O,  D.  Dale,  a  shipbroker  at  North  Shields,  filed  a  liquidation 
petition.  On  the  7th  of  August,  1874,  the  creditors  resolved  to 
accept  a  composition  of  Gs,  8d.  in  the  pound  in  satisfaction  of  their 
debts,  the  composition  to  be  payable  in  three  instalments,  viz., 
3s.  three  months  after  the  registration  of  the  resolutions,  3«.  six 
months  afterwards,  and  Sd.  twelve  months  afterwards.  The  fint 
two  instalments  were  to  be  secured  in  such  manner  as  the  com- 
mittee of  inspection  should  approve.  A  committee  of  inspection 
consisting  of  four  creditors  was  appointed,  and  O.  Monkhoiue  was 
appointed  trustee.  The  resolutions  were  duly  confirmed  at  the 
second  meeting,  on  the  18th  of  August,  and  were  registered.  On 
the  18th  of  September,  1874,  a  deed  was  executed  to  carry  out 
this  arrangement.  The  deed  was  made  between  DaJe  of  the  first 
part,  J.  W,  Fenwtch  (described  as  the  surety)  of  the  second  part, 
the  committee  of  inspection  of  the  third  part,  and  the  trustee  of 
the  fourth  part.  By  this  deed  the  debtor  and  the  surety  jointly 
and  severally  covenanted  with  tine  trustee  to  pay  to  him  the  first 
and  second  instalments  of  the  composition  at  the  appointed  times, 
and  the  debtor  alone  covenanted  to  pay  the  third  instalment ;  and 
it  was  declared  that  the  trustee  should  hold  the  instalments  when 
received  on  trust  for  distribution  among  the  creditors.  The  in- 
stalments were  not  paid  when  they  became  due  to  O.  Mirdbita,  one 
of  the  creditors.  He  applied  to  the  County  Court  for  an  order 
that  the  provisions  of  the  composition  might  be  enforced  by  the 
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Courts  and  that  the  debtor  and  the  trastee,  or  one  of  them,  might  c.  J.  B. 

be  ordered  forthwith  to  pay  to  MirdbUa  the  instalments  due  to  him,  1375 

and  that,  in  default  of  payment  by  Dale^  Fenwiehy  as  the  surety,  EsTwi* 

might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  instalments,  or  that  such  further  or  [Mibabita. 

other  order  for  the  enforcing  of  the  oomposition  might  be  made  ^"^ 

as  the  Court  might  think  fit    The  Judge  dismissed  the  applica-  

tion  as  against  the  trustee  and  the  surety,  and  ordered  that  the 
debtor  should  pay  the  instalments  within  fourteen  days.  Mirabita 
appealed. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Firday  Knighty  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction  under  sect.  126  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Ad,  1869  (1),  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  composition,  and 
this  jurisdiction  extends  to  the  surety.  Though,  no  doubt,  upon 
the  failure  to  pay  the  composition,  the  right  to  sue  for  the  original 
debt  is  revived,  Edwards  v.  Coombe  (2),  yet  in  that  case  Mr. 
Justice  WUles  said  (3) :  *'  A  remedy  is  given  in  that  Court  [of 
Bankruptcy]  which  may  be  very  valuable, — for  instance,  as  re- 
spects parties  coming  in  as  sureties  under  the  280th  rule."  In 
Ex  parte  Waterer  (4)  Lord  Justice  Mdlish  said :  "  Was  not  the 
creditor's  proper  course  to  apply  in  bankruptcy  for  an  order  on 
the  trustee  to  pay  over  to  him  the  amount  of  his  composition  ?' 
This  assumes  that  the  jurisdiction  is  not  confined  to  the  debtor ; 
and  the  same  thing  was  taken  for  granted  in  Ex  parte  Sydney  (5) 
and  in  Ex  parte  BoUing  (6). 

Mr.  Doria^  for  the  surety,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

This  question  depends  solely  upon  the  construction  of  the  Act ; 
there  is  no  other  law  bearing  upofi  it.    The  enactment  of  sect.  126 

(1)  Sect.  126  provides :  '*  The  provi«  the  Court  made  on  such  motion  shall 

sions  of  any  composition  mode  in  pur-  be  deemed  to  be  a  contempt  of  Court." 
suanoe  of  this  section  may  be  enforced         (2)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  619. 
by  the  Court  on  a  motion  made  in  a  sum-         (3)  Ibid.  523. 
mary  manner  by  any  person  interested^         (4)  22  W.  B.  426. 
and  any  disobedience  of  the  order  of         (6)  Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  208. 

(6)  Law  Rep.  19  Eq.  261. 
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is  a  very  plain  one :  the  provisione  of  a  composition  may  be  en- 
forced by  the  Conrt  of  Bankruptcy.  But  that  provision  does 
not  extend  to  a  surety.  In  Edwards  y.  Coombe  there  are  ob- 
serrations  of  Mr.  Justice  Willes  which  point  the  other  way  from 
those  which  Mr.  De  Qex  has  read  to  me.  That  learned  Judge 
says  (1) :  ''  Suppose  the  creditors  enter  into  a  resolution  for  a 
composition,  to  be  secured  by  the  promissory  notes  of  A.  and  JS. 
within  a  given  time,  and  that  condition  not  complied  with,  the 
creditors  would  seek  in  vain  for  a  remedy  in  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy, that  Court  having  no  jurisdiction  over  A.  and  J?."  The 
Court  has  power  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  composition  by 
the  debtor,  and  by  the  trustee  if  be  has  in  his  hands  the  money 
with  which  to  pay  it;  though  of  course  he  cannot  be  compelled 
to  pay  it  out  of  his  own  pocket.  If  the  composition  is  not  paid 
when  it  becomes  due,  it  is  his  duty  to  sue  the  surety  at  law 
upon  his  covenant.  Application  should  be  made  to  the  trustee 
to  do  this,  and  if  he  refuses,  the  Court  can  compel  him  to  dis- 
charge his  duty.  I  think  that  the  application  against  the  surety 
is  wholly  without  authority,  and  entirely  contrary  to  principle. 
A  man  who  becomes  surety  for  his  friend  for  the  payment  of  a 
composition  does  not  by  so  doing  make  himself  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  There  is  no  necessity  for 
resorting  to  this  extraordinary  proceeding.  The  order  of  the 
County  Court  was  right,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  but 
without  costs. 


Solicitors  for  the  Creditor :  Messrs.  Sleeken  dt  Jupp. 
Solicitors  for  the  Surety :  Messrs.  Siibbard  &  Cronshey^  agents 
for  Messrs.  Adamson  (t  Adainson,  Nmih  Shields. 


(1)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  521, 
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Ex  parte  STAFF.    In  re  STAFF.  "  c.  J.  B. 

1875 
Liquidation — Begistralion  of  Besciutums^-SmaU  Amount  of  Assets — Abuse  of         ^-n^ 

Procedure  of  Court^Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  4?  33  Vict.  c.  71),  «.  126—       '^^  26. 

Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  r.  295. 

The  statement  of  a  debtor  who  had  filed  a  liquidation  petition  shewed 
that  his  debts  amounted  to  £540,  and  that  his  assets  were  only  £32.  The 
creditors  resolved  upon  a  liquidation.  One  creditor  opposed  the  registration 
of  the  resolutions : — 

Eeld,  that  the  petition  was  an  abuse  of  the  procedure  of  the  Court,  and 
that  the  registration  had  been  rightly  refused. 

XUIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Oxford 
County  Court. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1875,  H.  J.  Staff  filed  a  liquidation  peti- 
tion. His  statement  of  affairs  shewed  that  his  debts  amounted  to 
£540  14a.  2(2.,  and  that  his  assets  were,  cash  balance  at  bankers, 
£2  8a.  2d.j  and  furniture  valued  at  £30.  The  creditors  mentioned 
in  the  debtor's  list  were  all  unsecured,  and  were  five  in  number. 
One  was  the  debtor's  mother,  for  £100 ;  another  was  his  solicitor, 
for  £19  Sa.  2d, ;  and  a  third  was  Mr.  John  Oalpin,  the  receiver  in  a 
Chancery  suit  of  Whiting  v.  Flower,  for  £396.  Qalpin^a  debt 
was  stated  to  be  '^disputed  as  for  unliquidated  damages  on  a 
contract  still  open."  The  debt  arose  in  this  way:  A  property 
called  The  Elm  Tree  Brewery  was,  under  an  order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  put  up  for  sale  by  the  receiver  in  the  suit  of  WhiUng 
V.  Flower  on  the  3rd  of  Marcb,  1875,  and  at  this  sale  iS^to^  became 
the  purchaser  for  £440,  and  he  paid  a  deposit  of  £44,  leaving  a 
balance  of  £396.  The  conditions  of  sale  provided  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  to  pay  for  the  trade  -fixtures  and  plant  at  a  valuation, 
that  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  (including  the  amoimt  of 
the  valuation)  was  to  be  paid  into  Court  on  or  before  the  28th  of 
April,  and  that  the  purchase  was  to  be  completed  on  the  8th  of 
May.  iSfajf  failed  to  complete  this  contract.  The  first  meeting  of 
the  creditors  under  the  petition  was  held  on  the  15th  of  May. 
Galpin  then  tendered  two  proofs.  The  first  was  for  £150,  part 
of  the  £39G.  *  Oalpin  estimated  the  value  of  the  brewery  at  £246, 
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C.  J.  B.     aud  claimed  a  lien  on  it  to  that  amonnt,  and  sought  to  prove  for 
1875       the  balance.    The  second  proof  was  for  £50.    He  claimed  £600  as 
^^^^^     due  to  him  in  respect  of  the  value  of  the  fixtures  and  damages  for 
Statt.      breach  of  contract,  and  he  estimated  the  value  of  the  fixtures  at 
Staff.      £550,  and  claimed  a  lien  on  them  to  that  amount,  and  sought  to 
"■^       prove  for  the  balance  of  £50.    Both  these  proofs  were  rejected  by 
the  chairman  of  the  meeting,  on  the  grouDd  that  they  were  for 
unliquidated  damages  arising  out  of  a  contract  which  the  trustee, 
when  appointed,  might  elect  to  adopt.    The  other  creditors  then 
resolved  upon  a  liquidation  by  arrangement,  and  appointed  a 
trustee  and  a  committee  of  inspection.    They  also   resolved  to 
grant  the  debtor  his  discharge  forthwith,  and  that  the  liquidation 
should  be  closed  when  the  committee  of  inspection  were  satisfied 
that  the  whole  of  the  debtor's  assets  had  been  got  in,  and  the 
trustee's  accounts  had  been  audited  and  approved  by  them.    The 
registration  of  the  resolutions  was  opposed  by  Galpin,  and  the 
Begistrar  refused  to  register  them,  on  the  ground  that  Oalpin's 
proof  for  £150  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  and  also  that,  inas- 
much as  there  were  practically  no  assets  for  distribution  among 
the  creditors,  the  resolutions  to  close  the  liquidation  and  discharge 
the  debtor  were  opposed  to  the  decision  of  the  Lords  Justices  in 
Ex  parte  BusseU  (1).  The  Judge  confirmed  the  Begistrar's  deciBion« 
Biaff  appealed. 

Mr.  Finlay  Kniffht,  for  the  Appellant : — 

All  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and  the  Bules  were  complied 
with,  and  therefore  the  registration  ought  not  to  have  been  le- 
fused :  Ex  parte  Elworthy  (2) ;  Bankruptcy  Rides,  1870,  r.  295. 
In  Ex  parte  Sir  W.  BusseU  the  creditors  granted  the  debtor  an 
immediate  discharge,  leaving  him  in  possession  of  the  whole  of 
his  half-pay  as  an  ofiScer  in  the  army ;  and  it  was  held  that  these 
resolutions  were  not  binding  on  the  dissentient  creditors,  because 
they  must  have  been  passed  solely  in  the  interest  of  the  debtor. 
In  the  present  case  the  debtor  gives  up  to  the  creditors  all  that 
he  has. 

Mr.  Smart,  for  QaJpin,  was  not  called  on. 

(1)  Law  Rop.  10  Ch.  265.  (2)  Anit,  p.  742. 
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Sir  James  Bacon,  C. J. : —  c.  J.  b. 

This  is  a  somewhat  audacious  appeal.    I^othing  is  better  settled        ^^^ 


than  this— that  the   Oourt  of  Bankruptcy  will  not  allow  its     BxparU 
procedure  to  be  made  use  of  for  iniquitous  or  merely  idle  pur-       j^ 
poses.    In  my  opinion  both  these  elements  exist  in  the  present      Staff. 
case.     Moreover,  most  of  the  debts  appear  to  be  due  to  friendly 
creditors.    B.ut  I  base  my  decision  on  this,  that  the  machinery  of 
this  Court  ought  not  to  be  employed  in  a  case  where  £32  is  all 
the  property  which  a  debtor  has  to  hand  oyer  to  his  creditors  to 
satisfy  debts  amounting  to  £540.    This  Petition  is  a  mere  abuse 
of  the  procedure  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  Registrar  was  quite  right 
in  refusing  to  register  the  resolutions.     I  dismiss  the  appeal  with 
costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  G.  MaUam^  agent  for  Messrs^ 
jT.  dt  O.  McUlam,  Oxford. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Parker. 


Ex  parte  MARLAND.    In  re  ASHTON.  c.  J.  B. 

Liquidation — Subsequent  Adjudication  of  Bankruptcy  hy  the  Court — Method  of         ^V^ 


Procedure— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  <fc  33  Vict,  c,  71),  ».  125,  tub-s.  12.  July  26. 

Under  sect.  125,  sub-sect.  12,  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  the  Court  has 
power  to  adjudge  a  liquidating  debtor  a  bankrupt  mero  motu,  acting  on  the 
knowledge  it  has  acquired  in  the  course  of  the  liquidation  proceedings.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  a  bankruptcy  petition  should  be  presented. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Oldham 
County  Court. 

On  the  8th  of  January,  1875,  John  AsJUon,  a  builder  at  HoUin" 
woody  near  Manchestety  filed  a  liquidation  petition.  The  first 
meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held  on  the  25th  of  January,  when  it 
was  resolved  that  the  estate  should  be  wound  up  by  a  liquidation 
by  arrangement,  and  also  that  the  estate  should  be  sold  forthwith 
to  John  Marland  for  the  sum  of  60.  in  the  pound  on  the  debts  of  the 
creditors,  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  in  two  equal  instalments  at 
the  expiration  of  four  and  seven  months  from  the  date  of  the  reso- 
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0.  J.  B.     lution.  Thcmaa  Taylor  and  James  Smith  were  appointed  trustee?,  and 
1875       T.  W.  Hardy  was  appointed  their  solicitor.  On  the  3rd  of  February 

g^T^I^     the  resolutions  were  legistered^  with  the  exception  of  the  resolution 
ABLiND.    £qj.  fjj^Q  ^Q  q£  j^q  solate  to  Marlandf  which  was  struck  out  on  the 

AsHTON.  ground  that  it  was  ultra  vires.  Marland  proved  for  £7500,  and 
"^  he  acted  as  chairman  of  the  meeting.  On  the  31st  of  March 
another  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  convened  by  the  trustees  for 
the  purpose  of  revoking  the  appointment  of  Hardy  as  solicitor  and 
appointing  some  other  solicitor,  and  of  accepting  the  resignation 
of  the  trustees  and  appointing  others.  At  this  meeting  Marland 
claimed  to  vote,  but  his  vote  was  objected  to  .on  the  ground  that 
he  was  a  partner  with  the  debtor,  and  that  the  amount  of  his  proof 
was  incorrect.  Smiih  resigned  the  office  of  trustee.  Two  sets  of 
resolutions  were  signed.  One  set  was  signed  by  Marland,  SmUh, 
and  Hardy,  as  proxy  for  some  other  creditors,  adjourning  the 
meeting,  retaining  Hardy  as  solicitor,  and  appointing  a  Mr.  Sumner 
as  trustee  in  place  of  Smith.  The  other  set  was  signed  by  four- 
teen creditors,  revoking  the  appointment  of  Hardy  as  solicitor, 
appointing  Messrs.  Buckley  &  Clegg  as  solicitors,  accepting  the 
resignation  of  Smith,  and  appointing  Taylor  sole  trustee.  On  the 
hearing  by  the  Judge  of  an  application  for  the  registration  of  the 
latter  resolutions  he  ordered  that  the  question  of  partnership 
between  the  debtor  and  Marland  should  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and,  if 
they  found  that  there  was  no  partnership,  he  referred  it  to  the 
Eegistrar  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  from  Ashton  to  Marland. 
The  issue  was  tried  on  the  14th  of  June,  and  the  jury  stated  that, 
in  the  absence  of  books  on  either  side,  and  from  the  nature  of  the 
evidence  before  them,  they  found  that  there  was  no  partnership. 
On  the  18th  of  June  application  was  made  to  the  Judge  by  Mr.  Glegg, 
as  solicitor  to  the  trustee,  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due  to 
Marland,  and  His  Honour  made  the  following  order : — ^'  Whereas 
it  has  appeared  to  me  on  satisfactory  evidence,  namely,  on  the  evi- 
dence of  the  said  liquidating  debtor,  John  Ashton,  and  the  said  /oAn 
Marland,  that  the  said  liquidation  by  arrangement  cannot,  in  con- 
sequence of  no  proper  accounts  having  been  kept  by  either  of  the 
parties  above  mentioned,  and  in  consequence  of  the  untrustworthy 
character  of  the  statements  made  and  evidence  given  by  them 
respectively  on  the  occasion  of  the  trial  of  an  issue  tried  before 
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me  between  the  said  John  Marland  and  the  said  Thomas  Taylor, 
and  in  consequence  of  the  discreditable  nature  of  the  dealings  and 
transactions  of  the  said  John  Marland  and  the  said  John  Ashton 
with  one  another,  proceed  without  injustice  and  undue  delay  to 
the  other  creditors  of  the  said  John  Asihton:  "Sow  therefore  I 
adjudge  the  said  John  Ashton  a  bankrupt,  and  direct  that  pro- 
ceedings be  had  accordingly,  and  that  such  account  be  taken  before 
the  Begistrar  of  this  Court  under  the  said  bankruptcy."  Ashton 
consented  in  writing  to  the  adjudication  being  made,  and  attended 
the  first  meeting  of  creditors  under  it  held  on  the  10th  of  Joly, 
when  Taylor  was  appointed  trustee.  Marland  appealed  from  the 
adjudication. 

Mr.  Bohson,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  this  adjudication  under 
sect.  125,  sub-sect.  12  (1)  mero  moiH,  without  any  application  for 
the  purpose.  The  creditors  ought  not  to  be  depriyed  of  the  mode 
of  administration  which  they  have  selected  as  the  best.  There  was 
no  legal  or  other  difficulty  in  carrying  on  the  liquidation ;  the 
only  question  was,  who  should  be  the  trustee.  If  there  was 
reason  to  suppose  that  MarlancTs  proof  had  been  improperly  ad- 
mitted, an  application  ought  to  have  been  made  under  Bule  73  of 
the  Bankrwptey  Rules,  1870,  to  have  it  expunged  or  reduced.  At 
any  rate,  a  petition  for  adjudication  ought  to  have  been  presented 
in  the  ordinary  way :  Ex  parte  James  (2). 

Mr.  Be  Geos,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Fvrday  Knight,  for  the  trusteci  were 
not  called  on. 


0.  J.  B. 

1875 


ExpatU 
Mabland. 

In  re 

AfiHTOK. 


Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

This  application  is  founded  on  a  total  mistake  as  to  the  jurisdiction 
which  is  Tested  in  the  Court  in  the  administration  of  a  liquidation. 
If  the  Court  finds  that  anything  is  going  wrong,  then  sub-sect.  12 


(1)  Sect.  125,  sub-sect  12,  provides ; 
"If  it  appear  to  the  Court  on  satis- 
factory evidence  that  the  liquidation 
by  arrangement  cannot,  in  consequence 
of  legal  difficulties,  or  of  there  being 
no  trustee  for  the  time  being,  or  for 


any  sufficient  cause,  proceed  without 
injustice  or  undue  delay  to  the  creditors 
or  to  the  debtor,  the  Court  may  adjudge 
the  debtor  a  bankrupt,  and  proceedings 
may  be  had  accordingly." 
(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  609,  615. 
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G.  J*  B« 
1875 


Ex  parte 
Maiulamd. 

In  re 

AsHTosr. 


gives  it  power  to  set  it  right.  The  Court  requires  no  petition  to 
be  presented  if  it,  by  reason  of  the  knowledge  which  it  possesses 
by  means  of  the  proceedings  under  the  petition,  is  satisfied  that- 
justice  requires  that  there  should  be  a  bankruptcy  instead  of  a 
liquidation  by  arrangement.  The  adjudication  takes  no  right 
away  from  the  creditors.  This  order  has  been  drawn  with  great 
care :  and,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  it,  the  learned  Judge,  if  he 
had  made  any  other  order,  would,  in  my  opinion,  have  been 
neglecting  his  duty.  On  none  of  the  grounds  which  have  been 
urged  is  the  order  wrong ;  on  the  contrary,  I  think  that  justice 
required  that  it  should  be  made.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Phelps  dk  Sidgwicky  agents 
for  Mr.  T.  W.  Hardy ^  Manchester. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  Johnson  &  Weatheralls,  agents 
for  Messrs.  BuoTd$y  dk  Cleffff,  Oldham. 


G.  J.  B. 

1875 

July  26. 


Ex  parte  ROYLE.     In  re  JOHNSON. 

LiquicUUion — Insufficient  Estate — Costs — Priority  of  Payment — Beceiver — 

Debtor's  Solicitor, 

The  costs  of  the  receiver  under  a  liquidation  petition  ought  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  estate  in  priority  to  the  costs  of  the  debtor's  solicitor. 
The  first  charge  on  the  assets  is  for  the  costs  of  realizing  thenu 
A  trustee  in  a  liqiiidation  who  had  paid  the  costs  of  the  debtor's  solictor 
out  of  the  assets,  which  were  insufficient  to  pay  both  those  costs  and  the 
costs  of  the  receiver,  was  ordered  to  pay  the  receiver's  costs  personally. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Man- 
chester County  Court 

On  the  27th  of  January,  1874,  WiUiam  Johnson  and  Edward 
Johnson^  cotton-waste  dealers  at  Manchester^  filed  a  liquidation 
petition.  On  the  same  day  P.  Boyle  was  appointed  receirer  of  the 
property,  and  took  possession.  On  the  16th  of  February  the  first 
meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held.  The  creditors  resolved  on  a 
liquidation  by  arrangement,  and  appointed  JT.  Eidson  and  Boyle 
trustees,  with  a  qualification  that  Eidson  was  to  be  "  the  acting 
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trustee  solely  in  the  winding-up  of  the  estate."  Kidson  realized  the 
estate,  which  produced  only  £15  10s.  Out  of  this  sum  he,  in 
May,  1874,  paid  to  Mr.  Clayton^  the  debtor's  solicitor,  £12  10«., 
the  taxed  amount  of  his  costs.  On  the  12th  of  November,  1874, 
Mcn/le  applied  to  Kidson  to  pay  him  £13  88. 10c2.,  the  taxed  amount 
of  his  costs  as  receiver,  and  £1  lOs.  which  he  had  paid  for  rent. 
Kidson  refused  to  pay  more  than  £2  ISs.,  the  balance  which  he 
had  in  hand  after  deducting  the  £12  10s.,  and  5s.  which  he  had 
himself  expended  in  realizing  the  estate.  Boyle  then  applied  to 
the  Court  for  an  order  that  Kidson  should  pay  the  sum  demanded. 
The  Judge  i-efused  the  application,  on  the  ground  that  Boyle  being 
^  co-trustee  could  not  sustain  it.    Boyle  appealed. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Finlay  Knight,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  receiver  is  entitled  to  be  paid  his  costs  in  priority  to  the 
debtor's  solicitor:  Ex  parte  Page  (1).  It  does  not  signify  that 
Boyle  was  also  trustee,  for  Kidson  was  appointed  sole  acting 
trustee. 

Mr.  Boocburgh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Doria,  for  Kidson : — 

The  Appellant  delayed  so  long  in  applying  for  payment,  that 
Kidson  may  well  have  thought  that  he  had  paid  himself  out  of  the 
assets  which  he  had  received. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C. J. : — 

It  was  the  duty  of  Kidson  as  trustee  first  to  retain  the  costs  of 
realizing  the  assets,  and  then  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  receiver. 
Instead  of  doing  this,  he,  without  communicating  with  the  receiver, 
handed  over  nearly  the  whole  of  the  assets  to  the  debtor's  solicitor. 
The  solicitor  had  no  right  to  be  paid  in  priority  to  the  receiver, 
and  Kidson  was  not  justified  in  so  paying  him.  He  must,  there- 
fore, pay  the  receiver's  taxed  costs  out  of  his  own  pocket,  and  also 
the  costs  of  the  application  to  the  County  Court.  Bat  I  give  no 
<;osts  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Bower  &  Cotton^  agents 
for  Messrs.  Gardner  &  Horner^  Manchester. 

Solicitor  for  the  Trustee  :  Mr.  Bedhead,  agent  for  Messrs. 
{Jdbbett,  Wheeler,  dk  Cohhett,  Manchester. 

(1)  25  L.  T.  (N.S.)  716. 


0.  J.  B. 
1875 


Ex  parte 

BOTLI. 

In  re 

JOHNBON. 
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c.  J.  B.  Ex  parte  JRASHLEIGH.    In  re  DALZELL. 

1875 

w-v^         Petitioning  Credit&r's  Debt—Non-Trader—'Debt  contracted  after  the  passing,  hut 

Svity  26.  lefort  the  coming  into  operation  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861 — Covenant  to 

repay  a  specific  Sum,  and  further  Advances — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  cfe  33 

Vict  c.  71),  «.  llS—Bankruptcy  Act,  1861  (24  &  25  VicL  c,  134),  m.  90,  232 

-^Bankruptcy  Repeal  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  83),  ».  20. 

A  non-trader  cannot  be  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  in  respect  of  a  debt  con- 
tracted before  the  day  on  which  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  came  into 
operation. 

By  a  mortgage  deed  the  mortgagor  covenanted  to  pay  the  original  mort- 
fsaigfi  debt  and  any  further  sumA  which  might  be  advanced  to  him  by  the 
mortgagee.    Furtner  advances  having  been  made  oy  He  mortgagee : — 

Edd,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy  petition 
against  the  mortgagor,  the  obligation  to  repay  the  further  advances  consti- 
tuted a  debt  contracted  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage  deed. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from,  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Oxford 
County  Court. 

Prior  to  September,  1861,  the  Bev.  E.  B.  Bashleiffhy  Jolm 
DalzeU,  Robert  DalzeU,  Sir  W.  B.  CaU,  the  Bev.  James  King^  and 
three  other  persons^  were  partners  in  the  working  of  the  Maehen 
CoUiery,  On  the  10th  of  September,  1861,  articles  of  agreement 
under  seal  were  executed  by  the  eight  persons,  containing  a  recital 
that  John  Dalzdl  and  Robert  DalzeU  were  indebted  to  the  other  six 
persons  in  the  several  sums  therein  mentioned,  and  it  was  agreed, 
and  John  DalzeU  and  Robert  DalzeU  jointly  and  separately  coye- 
ncmted  with  the  other  six  persons,  that  the  payment  of  the  sums  in 
question,  amounting  to  £6341  ISs.  6c2.,  and  any  other  sums  which 
might  be  advanced  by  the  other  six  persons  to  the  two  DalzeUsy 
together  with  interest,  should  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  deed  of 
even  date.  By  the  indenture  of  even  date,  Robert  DalzeU  and  John 
DalzeU  jointly  and  severally  covenanted  (in  the  form  of  an  ordi- 
nary mortgage  covenant)  with  Sir  W.  B.  CaU  and  James  King 
(who  were  acting  as  trustees  on  behalf  of  the  six)  to  pay  the 
£6341  18s.  6(2.  and  interest,  and  also  to  pay  any  further  sums 
which  might  be  advanced  by  CdU  and  King^  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  with  interest.  This  indenture  also  contained  a  conveyance 
by  way  of  mortgage  by  the  DalzeUs^  of  some  real  estate  to  Oofl  and 
Kingy  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  £6341  18s.  6<Z.  and  farther 
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advances.  Further  advances  were  made  by  CaU  and  Einff  after 
the  execution  of  these  deeds.  Kinff  died  on  the  2l8t  of  June,  1864^ 
Can  died  on  the  22nd  of  December,  1864.  H.  B.  Bashleigh  was 
his  executor.  On  the  3rd  of  September,  1874,  he  recovered  judg- 
ment-at-law  against  Robert  Daizdl  for  £9256  lis.  lld.y  the  amount 
due  from  him  for  principal  and  interest  on  his  covenant.  This  sum 
not  having  been  paid,  Bashleiffh  issued  a  debtor's  summons  against 
DalzeU  for  £9433  lis.  lOd,  being  the  amount  of  the  judgment  debt 
with  subsequent  interest.  The  J  udge  dismissed  the  summons,  on  the 
ground  that,  DalzeU  being  a  non-trader  at  the  time  the  debt  was 
contracted,  no  petition  in  bankruptcy  could  be  presented  against 
him.    Baahleiffh  appealed. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Finlay  Knight^  for  the  Appellant : — 

A  debtor's  summons  can  only  be  issued  in  respect  of  a  debt 
which  would  support  a  bankruptcy  petition  against  the  debtor: 
Bankruptey  Ady  1869,  s.  7.  But  the  judgment  upon  which  this 
summons  was  issued  was  recovered  long  after  non-traders  became 
liable  to  the  bankrupt  law.  And  even  if  the  debt  is  to  be  taken 
to  have  been  contracted  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  deed 
of  the  10th  of  September,  1861,  that  was  after  the  passing  of  the 
Banhru]piey  Act,  1861,  .which  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  6th 
of  August,  1861,  and  therefore  sect.  118  (1)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1869,  does  not  exempt  the  Respondent  from  the  liability  to  be 
adjudicated  a  bankrupt. 

Mr.  Kardake^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Ewhert  Smith,  for  the  debtor : — 

The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  can  go  behind  a  judgment  and  look  at 
the  nature  of  the  debt,  and  the  consideration  for  it.  Here  the 
debt  was  contracted  under  the  covenant  contained  in  the  deed  of 
the  10th  of  September,  1861,  and  it  does  not  make  any  difference 
that  a  judgment  has  been  recovered  since.  The  10th  of  September, 
1861,  must  be  taken  to  be  the  date  when  the  debt  was  contracted : 
Williams  v.  Harding  (2) ;  Bartlett  v.  Hudson  (3).  Then  it  is  clear 
from  sects.  90  and  232  (4)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  that  when 


C.  J.  B. 

1875 


(1)  Sect  118:  "No  person  not 
being  a  trader  shall  be  adjudged  a 
bankrupt  in  respect  of  a  debt  con- 
tracted before  the  date  of  the  passing 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861." 


(2)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.  9. 

(3)  14  Sol.  J.  893. 

(4)  Sect.  90  provides :  "  The  debt  of 
the  petitioning  creditor  of  any  debtor 


Ex  parte 

TJAHfff.ETQH. 

In  re 
Dalzkll.  . 
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0.  J.  B. 
1875 


ExparU 

BASHLUaH. 

In  re 
Dalzbll. 


that  Act  was  in  operation,  a  non-trader  could  not  Iiaye  been  adjudged 
a  bankrupt  in  respect  of  a  debt  contracted  before  tlie  11th.  of 

Octobeiv  1861- 

It  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  make 
a  non-trader,  by  virtue  of  sect.  118  of  the  Act  of  1869,  liable  to  be 
adjudged  a  bankrupt  in  respect  of  a  debt  which  would  not  have 
rendered  him  so  liable  while  the  Act  of  1861  was  in  operation. 
The  "  date  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  1861 "  in  sect.  118  of  the 
Act  of  1869  must  be  taken  to  mean  the  date  of  the  Act  of  1861 
coming  into  operation,  ue.,  the  11th  of  October,  1861. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  in  reply : — 

Sect.  118  is  express.  Sect.  232  of  the  Act  of  1861  is  now 
repealed.  But  when  the  account  is  examined  it  appears  that  the 
sum  for  which  the  judgment  was  recovered  is  mainly  composed  of 
advances  made  since  the  11th  of  October,  1861.  These  further 
advances,  at  all  events,  constitute  a  debt  contracted  since  then, 
and  they  are  sufficient  in  amount  to  support  the  summons.  A 
covenant  to  pay  any  debt  which  the  covenantor  may  subsequently 
contract  cannot  make  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  covenant 
the  date  of  the  contracting  of  the  debt  which  is  subsequently 
contracted. 

[The  Chief  Judge  : — Williams  v.  Harding  (1)  decides  that  it 
does.] 

That  was  the  case  of  an  obligation  to  pay  future  calls  which  was 
contracted  by  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  a  company. 
The  shareholder,  when  called  upon,  is  bound  to  pay,  because  of 
his  original  covenant.  That  is  quite  different  from  the  present 
case.  Unless  the  subsequent  advances  were  made,  there  could  be 
no  obligation  to  repay  them,  and  the  mortgagee  was  in  no  way 
bound  to  make  any  further  advances.  This  was  nothing  more 
than  an  ordinary  mortgage  covenant.    In  both  the  cases  cited  the 


not  being  a  trader  .  .  .  must  be  a  debt 
contracted  after  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  and  the  judgment  debtor  summous 
must  be  a  summons  in  respect  of  a 
debt  contracted  or  of  a  liability  incurred 
after  the  passing  of  this  Act." 

Sect.  232  provides  :  "  This  Act  shall 


commence  and  take  effect  from  and 
after  the  passing  thereof  as  to  the 
appointment  of  the  officers  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appointed,  and  as  to 
all  other  matters  and  things  from  and 
after  the  11th  day  of  October,  1861." 
(1)  Law  Hep.  1  n.  L.  9. 
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debt  hfiid  been  contracted  before  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the      0.  J.  B. 
Act  of  1861,  not,  as  here,  between  the  date  of  its  passing  and  its        1875 
coming  into  operation.  Ex  parte    ' 

Bashleiqh. 

Sib  Jambs  Bacon,  0  J. : —  -.^'*  ''* 

Dalzell. 

In  WiUiams  v.  Harding  (1)  a  question  was  raised  between  the        

official  manager  of  an  insolvent  company  and  one  of  the  share- 
holders who  had  become  bankrupt,  whether  the  liability  of  the 
shareholder  to  pay  calls,  which  arose  upon  his  executing  the  com- 
pany's deed  of  settlement  before  the  passing  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1861,  constituted  a  debt  contracted  at  the  date  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  it  was  held  that  it  did.  The 
question  was  discussed  at  great  length.  Lord  Cranworth,  in 
delivering  his  judgment,  considered  very  fully  the  policy  of  the 
bankrupt  law,  and  the  effect  of  the  positive  enactments.  The  law 
is  very  clearly  laid  down  by  that  case,  and  in  my  opinion  it  applies 
to  the  present  case,  the  result  of  it  being  that  the  judgment  debt 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  contracted  on  the  10th  of  September, 
1861. 

Then  the  question  remains,  what  is  the  effect  of  sect  118  of  the 
present  Bankruptcy  Act  f  It  is  argued  that  as  the  Act  of  1861 
received  the  royal  assent  on  the  6th  of  August,  that  is  the  date  of 
its  passing,  and  consequently  that  a  debt  contracted  under  a  deed 
dated  the  10th  of  September,  1861,  was  contracted  after  the 
passing  of  the  Act  But  sect.  118  is  expressed  in  nearly  the  same 
terms  as  sect.  90  of  the  Act  of  1861,  and  that  section  must  be 
construed  by  the  aid  of  sect.  232.  Mr.  De  Oex  argues  that  sect. 
232  being  now  repealed,  sect.  118,  when  it  speaks  of  the  date  of 
the  passing  of  the  Act  of  1861,  must  be  taken  literally.  But  sect. 
20  of  the  Bankruptcy  Repeal  Act  (32  &  33  Vict  c.  83)  reserves  all 
existing  rights.  The  Act  of  1861  is  repealed  for  all  future 
purposes ;  but  it  remains  of  full  validity  and  effect  with  regard  to 
any  case  to  which  it  originally  applied.  In  the  present  case  I 
must  therefore  have  regard  to  it  in  construing  sect.  118  of  the  Act 
of  1869.  In  my  opinion  the  order  of  the  County  Court  is  right, 
and  I  must  dismiss  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Bashleigh  &  Smart. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Rickards  &  Walker. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L,  0. 
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0.  J.  B.  Ex  parte  STEVENS.    In  re  STEVENS. 

1875 

,^^^         BiU  of  Sale-^JRegistrcUion — Successive  Benewah — Act  of  Bcmkrupicy — Auign- 

July  26,  80.  meiU  of  all  Bebtot's  Property  to  secure  past  Debt — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869 

(32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71),  a.  6— Bills  of  Sale  Act,  1854  (17  &  18  Vid.  c.  36).«.  1. 

A  bill  of  sale  of  the  whole  of  the  mortgagor's  property,  given  by  way  of 
renewal  of  a  former  one  not  registered,  is^  if  no  fresh  advanoe  be  made  by 
the  mortgagee,  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  void  as  against  the  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  mortgagor,  notwithstanding  its  registration  in  due  time. 

Bamsden  y.  Lupton  (1)  explained. 

JEx  parte  Cohen  (2)  followed. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Begistrar  of  the 
Exeter  County  Court,  acting  as  Judge. 

On  the  14th  of  June,  1875,  a  bankruptcy  petition  was  presented 
against  John  Stevens,  a  grocer,  at  TeiffnmouUh,  The  act  of  bankruptcy 
alleged  was  that  the  debtor  had,  within  six  months  before  the  filing 
of  the  petition,  made  a  fraudulent  transfer  of  his  property.  He  dis- 
puted the  act  of  bankruptcy.  From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that 
in  February,  1875,  he  borrowed  £200  of  his  brother,  8amv£l  Stevens. 
At  that  time  he  owed  his  brother  £600  for  previous  advances,  and 
he  gave  him  a  bill  of  sale  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  whole 
£800,  and  any  further  advances  which  the  brother  might  make,  with 
interest.  The  bill  of  sale  was  expressed  to  be  made  in  consideration 
of  the  old  debt  of  £600  and  of  £200  then  advanced,  and  it  contained 
an  assignment  to  Samud  Stevens  of  all  the  household  goods  and 
furniture,  and  stock-in-trade,  book  debts,  and  all  other  the  personal 
estate  of  JoTm  Stevens,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  of  the 
principal  money  and  interest.  John  Stevens  had  no  other  property, 
except  some  leasehold  cottages  which  were  mortgaged  for  more 
than  their  value.    This  bill  of  sale  was  not  registered. 

From  the  evidence  of  John  Stevens  it  appeared  that  the  £600 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  sale  was  made  up  of  two  sums  of  £150  and 
£400,  which  had  been  lent  to  him  by  his  brother  some  time  before, 
and  interest  thereon,  and  that  at  the  time  when  these  advances 
were  made  he  had  promised  to  give  his  brother  security.  The  bill 
of  sale  was  renewed  several  times,  in  each  case  before  the  expira- 

(1)  Law  Eep.  9  Q.  B.  17.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  20. 
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t^on  of  the  three  weeks  allowed  for  registration.  The  last  renewal 
was  a  bill  of  sale  dated  the  26tli  of  May,  1875,  which  was  (with  the 
exception  of  the  date)  an  exact  copy  of  the  first.  This  last  bill  of 
sale  was  registered,  but  not  till  after  the  presentation  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy petition.  No  farther  advance  of  money  was  made  to  John 
Sevens  after  the  execution  of  the  first  bill  of  sale. 

Evidence  was  also  given  by  a  Mr.  Blanchford,  who  had  prepared 
all  the  bills  of  sale  except  the  last,  and  had  acted  in  other  respects 
on  behalf  of  Samuel  Stevens^  and  he  said ''  the  reason  why  the  bills 
of  sale  were  not  registered  was  to  avoid  publicity." 

The  Registrar  held  that  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  26th  of  May  was 

an  assignment  of  the  whole  cf  the  debtor's  property  in  considera^ 

ion  oi  a  past  debt,  and  that  its  execution  amounted  to  an  act  ot 

bankruptcy,  and  he  adjudicated  the  debtor  a  bankrupt.  The  debtor 

appealed. 

Mr.  Baffley,  for  the  Appellant: — 

I  contend  that  the  last  bill  of  sale  was  in  no  way  fraudulent  or 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  advances  were  originally  made  on  the 
faith  of  a  promise  that  security  should  be  given.  The  last  bill  of 
sale  was  a  substitute  for  the  former  one,  which  was  cancelled. 
8ian$feld  v.  Gubitt  (1)  does  not  apply,  for  in  that  case  there  was  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  before  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale.  The 
Begistrar  based  his  decision  mainly  on  Ex  parte  Cohen  (2).  But 
there  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  a  concerted 
fraud  between  the  debtor  and  the  creditor,  It  is  true  that  in  the 
judgments  of  the  Lords  Justices  there  are  some  expressions  about 
evading  the  policy  of  the  BiUs  of  Sale  Act.  But  the  subsequent 
cases  of  Smale  v.  Burr  (3)  and  Bamsden  v.  Lupton  (4)  shew  that 
it  is  no  objection  to  a  transaction  that  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of 
Parliament  are  evaded.  The  only  question  is  whether  the  Act 
meets  the  case. 


0.  J.B. 

1875 


Ex  parte 

Stkveot. 

In  re 

Stevens 


Mr.  Finlay  Knight^  for  the  petitioning  creditor : — 

Bamsden  v.  Lupton  and  Smale  v.  Burr  apply  only  to  the  case 
of  an  execution  creditor.  In  deciding  the  former  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  expressly  said  that  they  did  not  interfere 


(1)  2  De  G.  &  J.  222. 

(2)  Law  Pep.  7  Ch.  20. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  8  C.  P.  C4. 

(4)  Ibid.  9  0.  B.  17. 
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G*  J.  B. 
1875 


Ex  parte 

Steyeks. 

In  re 

Steyevb. 


with  the  authority  of  such  cases  as  Ex  parte  Cohen  (1),  which  they 
approved.  I  contend  that  Ex  parte  Cohen  is  precisely  in  point. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  any  contract  that  the  first  bill  of  sale 
should  be  renewed.  The  last  bill  was  really  an  assignment  of  the 
whole  property  of  the  debtor  without  any  new  consideration,  and 
ywas  therefore  an  act  of  bankruptcy :  Ex  parte  Foxley  (2). 

Mr.  Boffley,  in  reply. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C  J. : — 

The  question  is,  whether  there  has  not  been  a  fraud  upon  the 
bankrupt  law.  The  whole  of  the  money  secured  by  this  bill  of 
fiale  had  been  advanced  before  it  was  given ;  it  was  given  to  secure 
an  antecedent  debt.  The  evidence  shews  that  the  reason  why  the 
first  bill  of  sale  was  not  registered  was  to  avoid  publicity.  The 
transaction  is  plainly  within  the  policy  both  of  the  Bills  of  Sale  Ad 
and  of  the  bankrupt  law.  Bamsien  v.  Lupton  (3)  does  not  affect 
the  principle  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  it  related  only  to  the 
rights  of  an  execution  creditor ;  there  was  no  bankruptcy.  Chief 
Justice  Coleridffe,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment,  referred  to  Stans- 
fdd  V.  Cubitt  (4)  and  Ex  parte  Cohen,  and  said :  *'  From  that  kind 
of  decision,  upon  such  principles,  no  member  of  this  Court  is 
inclined  to  dissent." 

Here  the  money  was  lent  from  time  to  time,  upon  the  faith  of 
an  agreement  that  security  should  be  given  for  it ;  but  when  the 
first  bill  of  sale  was  given  it  was  not  registered,  in  order  to  avoid 
publicity.  That  is  to  say,  as  soon  as  the  creditor  should  see  that 
the  debtor's  affairs  were  coming  to  a  crisis,  he  was  to  have  any  bill 
of  sale  he  could  get,  and  register  it,  without  giving  any  fresh  con- 
sideration for  it.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  debtor's  intention 
clearly  was  to  put  the  whole  of  his  estate  into  the  hands  of  the 
creditor  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt.  I  think  that  the  Begistrar's 
decision  was  quite  right,  and  I  dismiss  the  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  8. 1).  Hamilton,  agent  for  Mr. 
J.  W.  Friend,  Exeter. 

Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  Messrs.  MaJcinson  A  Carpenter, 
agents  for  Mr.  3f.  Fryer,  Exeter. 


(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  20. 

(2)  Ibid.  8  Ch.  515. 


(3)  Law  Rep.  9  Q.  B.  17. 

(4)  2  De  G.  &  J.  222. 
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OOGAN  V.  DUFFIELD.  V.-O.  B. 

[1874    C.    20.]  ^^'^^ 

Rectification — Settlement  in  pursuance  of  Articles — Limitation  in  default  of 
Children — Ultimate  Trust  of  Wife's  Property  to  Wife — Arrears  of  Income 
due  cU  Death  of  Eusband — Beduction  into  Posseseion. 

A  lady,  possessed  of  about  £12,000  consols,  being  engaged  to  be  married, 
a  draft  settlement  in  the  usual  form  was  submitted  to  the  intended  husband, 
who  objected  to  some  of  its  provisions,  and  insisted  that  if  there  should  be 
*'  no  children,*'  and  he  should  survive  his  wife,  the  fund  should  belong  to 
him.  Articles  embodying  this  provision  were  hastily  signed  before  the 
marriage ;  and  after  the  marriage,  the  fund  having  been  transferred  to  the 
trustees,  a  draft  settlement,  in  execution  of  the  articles,  was  prepared,  but 
objected  to  by  the  husband,  and,  as  ultimately  executed,  contained  limita- 
tions to  the  husband  and  wife  and  the  survivor  for  their  lives,  and  as  to 
the  capital  to  the  children  of  the  marriage  absolutely,  not  to  such  as  should 
attain  twenty-one  or  marry,  and  without  any  limitation  over,  in  the  event  of 
the  death  of  a  son  or  of  an  unmarried  daughter  under  twenty-one.  There 
was  also  a  provision  that  '*  if  there  should  be  no  child  "  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  the  husband  should  survive  the  wife,  the  fund  should  belong 
to  him ;  but  the  deed  contained  no  alternative  limitation  in  the  events  of 
there  being  no  child,  and  of  the  wife  surviving  the  husband.  The  husband 
brought  no  property  into  settlement. 

In  the  event,  one  child  was  born,  but  died  an  infant  in  the  lifetime  of 
both  parents.  The  husband  died ;  and  his  representative  claiming  the  fund, 
subject  to  the  widow's  life  interest — ^upon  bill  by  the  widow  for  rectification  of 
the  settlement,  and  for  a  declaration  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  fund : — 

Eddy  that  the  transfer  of  the  fund  to  the  trustees  was  not  a  reduction  into 
possession  by  the  husband : 

Hddy  also,  that  the  settlement  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  articles, 
and  that  it  ought  to  be  rectified ;  and  that,  in  the  events  which  had  hap- 
pened, the  Plaintifif  was  entitled  to  the  fund : 

Ileld^  also,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  arrears  of  income  due  at  the 
death  of  the  husband. 

Cause. 

Shortly  before  the  15th  of  March,  1867,  the  late  Joseph  Cogarty 
M.D.,  of  Wheatley,  Oxfordahire,  and  afterwards  of  Briffhton,  entered 
into  an  engagement  of  marriage  with  Miss  Agnes  Dufidd,  who 
was  possessed  of  a  fortune  of  £12,096  15s.  Id.  consols,  standing 
in  her  own  name.  Upon  the  engagement  becoming  known  to 
her  brother,  Thomas  Duffield,  he  consulted  the  family  solicitor, 


V. 

DumELD. 
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V.-G.  B.     Mr.  Thomas  Hedges  Graham^  who  prepared  a  draft  settlement  in 
1875       the  usual  form,  giving  the  income  to  the  Plaintiff  for  her  separate 

CooAN  ^^^se  without  power  of  anticipation  during  the  coverture,  then  to 
the  survivor  for  life,  and  then  as  to  both  corpus  and  income  (subject 
to  a  joint  power,  and,  in  default,  a  power  to  the  survivor,  to  ap- 
point amongst  issue)  in  trust  for  all  the  children  or  any  the 
child  of  the  marriage  who  being  sons  or  a  son  should  attain 
twenty-one,  or  being  daughters  or  a  daughter  should  attain  that 
age  or  marry ;  and  in  default  of  any  such  child,  and  in  case  Agnes 
Duffield  should  survive  Joseph  Cogan,  then  for  her  testamentary 
appointees  or  statutory  next  of  kin. 

Dr.  Cogan^  however,  did  not  either  refuse  or  agree  to  execute 
this  draft. 

On  the  15th  of  March  Mr.  Duffield  came  down  to  Brightan, 
where  his  sister  was  staying,  and  with  her  concurrence  called  on 
Mr.  Boberi  Oramshaw,  a  soh'citor,  and  asked  him  to  prepare  an 
agreement  for  a  settlement  Mr.  Qramshaw  accordingly  called 
the  same  evening  on  Miss  Duffield,  and  received  her  personal 
instructions;  acting  upon  which,  he  prepared  articles  of  agree- 
ment, whereby,  after  reciting  that,  whereas  the  draft  of  a  marriage 
settlement  had  been  already  prepared,  and  had  been  ^'  perused  and 
assented  to  by  '*  Dr.  Cogan  aud^  Miss  Ihiffidd  respectively,  but 
that  there  was  not  then  time  to  engross  the  same,  it  had  been 
agreed  that  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  the  marriage, 
the  stock  should  be  transferred  into  the  names  of  Thomas  Duffield 
and  Bernard  Coga/n,  M.D.  (also  of  Wheaffey,  a  brother  of  Dr. 
Joseph  Cogan\  upon  the  trusts  therein  declared,  it  was  witnessed 
that  it  was  thereby  agreed  that  as  soon  as  oonveniently  might  be 
after  the  marriage,  Miss  Duffidd  should  transfer,  and  ^  particu- 
larly" that  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan  should  join  in  transferring,  the 
stock  then  standing  in  her  name  into  the  names  of  Thomas 
Duffijdd  and  Bernard  Cogan,  upon  the  trusts  declared  in  ^^the 
aforesaid  draft  marriage  settlement,  or  as  near  thereto  as  drcum- 
stances  will  admit,  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Agnes 
Duffield  and  Joseph  Cogan,  and  their  child  or  children,  if  any  •  .  • 
the  trusts  of  the  income  thereof  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
Agnes  Duffield  and  Joseph  Cogan  during  their  lives;  and  the 
trusts  of  the  capital  being  for  and  amongst  the  children  according 
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to  the  appointment  of  the  said  Jo9&ph  Cogan  and  Agnes  Duffidd,     V.-O.  B. 
or  the  snrviyor  of  them,  and  in  de&nit  of  appointment  to   the        ig75 
children  equally ; "  and  that  Joseph   Oogan  and  Agnes  Duffield      o^^ 
agreed  to  do  and  execute  all  further  acts  and  deeds  '^  necessary 
for  perfecting  the  said  settlement,  or  carrying  out  the  objects  of 
this  agreement," 

Mr.  Chramsha/w  took  this  draft  agreement  about  ten  o'clock  the 
next  morning  to  the  Bedford  Eold^  Brighton^  where  Mr.  Duffield 
and  the  Doctors  Oogan  were  present.  He  read  the  drafts  and  all 
parties  were  in  agreement  thus  far — ^that  Dr.  Joseph  Cogwn  "  insisted 
on  all  reference  to  the  proposed  draft  settlement  in  the  agreement 
being  struck  out,  and  that,  in  case  he  should  survive  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  there  should  he  no  child  of  the  marriage,  the  fund  should 
be  at  his  absolute  disposal."  As  to  what  further  took  place  at  the 
interview,  there  was  a  diversity  of  recollection. 

As  the  time  fixed  for  the  marriage  was  eleven  o'clock  that 
morning,  Mr.  Qramshaw  hurriedly,  and  on  the  spur  of  the 
moment,  prepared  another  agreement,  which  was  executed  by  all 
parties  immediately  before  the  ceremony. 

By  this  deed,  made  between  Dr.  Joseph  Oogan  of  the  first  part^ 
Miss  Duffidd  of  the  second  part,  and  Thomas  Duffield  and  Dr. 
Bernard  Cogan  of  the  third  part,  it  was  agreed  that  Dr.  Joseph 
Oogan  should  join  Miss  Duffidd  in  transferring  the  consols  into 
the  names  of  the  two  trustees,  and  that  they  should  hold  the  same, 
with  powers  of  varying  the  investment  of  the  trust  property,  with 
the  consent  and  at  the  discretion  therein  mentioned;  and  the 
agreement  continued  thus : — 

^'  The  trusts  of  the  income  thereof  being  for  the  benefit  of  the 
said  Agnes  Duffield  and  Joseph  Oogan  during  their  lives,  and  the 
trusts  of  the  capital  being  for  and  amongst  the  children,  according 
to  the  appointment  of  the  said  Joseph  Cogan  and  Agnes  Duffidd,  or 
the  survivor  of  them ;  cmd  in  default  of  appointment  to  the  children 
equally ;  and  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children,  and  of  the 
said  Joseph  Oogan  being  the  survivor,  the  trust  property  to  be  at 
his  absolute  disposal." 

The  marriage  having  taken  place  on  the  16th  of  March,  1867, 
the  sum  of  consols  was  transferred  into  the  names  of  Thomas 
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V.-C.  B.  Duffidd  and  Bernard  Cogan  ;  and  in  the  course  of  the  same  year 
1875  the  draft  of  a  settlement  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Ghraham,  in  which 
OoQAN  ^h^  interests  of  the  children  were,  in  default  of  appointment, 
limited  to  those  attaining  twenty-one,  or  if  daughters  marrying^ 
under  that  age;  but  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan,  without  agreeing  to  or 
refusing  to  execute  any  such  settlement,  paid  the  costs  of  it» 
preparation,  and  instructed. his  own  solicitors  to  prepare  a  draft. 
This  was  done  under  the  advice,  of  Mr.  J.  L.  Tatham,  convey- 
ancing counsel,  and  a  similar  clause  to  that  last  mentioned  waa 
inserted,  with  a  limitation  that  in  default  of  any  "  such  "  child, 
if  the  wife  should  survive  the  husband,  the  fund  should  be  for 
her  absolutely.  Dr.  Cogan  objected  to  this,  and  caused  the  draft 
to  be  again  laid  before  the  same  counsel,  with  the  instruction  that 
it  was  the  wish  of  the  parties  that  in  default  of  issue  the  fund 
should  belong  to  Dr.  Cogan,  whether  he  should  be  the  survivor  or 
not.  Counsel  altered  the  draft  by  vesting  the  interests  of  the 
children  at  birth,  and  in  the  margin  made  the  following  note : — 

"  The  trust  as  now  altered  agrees  with  the  articles.  I  do  not 
think  a  trust  for  such  of  the  children  as  attain  twenty-one  i» 
authorized  by  the  articles." 

>  But  he  added  a  clause,  giving  over  (1)  the  interest  of  a  son  who 
should  die  under  twenty-one,  or  of  a  daughter  who  should  die 
under  twenty-one  unmarried,  or  the  whole,  in  the  event  of  there 
being  no  son  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  no  daughter  who 
should  attain  twenty-one  and  marry,  upon  the  following  trusts — 
if  Dr.  Cogan  should  survive  his  wife,  in  trust  for  him ;  but  if  he 
should  die  in  her  lifetime,  in  trust  for  her.  Dr.  Cogan  was  stOI 
dissatisfied,  and  the  draft  was  again  sent  back  to  the  same  counsel, 
but  he  made  no  alteration  in  it ;  whereupon  one  of  Dr.  Cogan  s 
solicitors  himself  altered  the  draft,  inserting  in  the  margin  this 
note :  ^*  Altered,  as  now,  in  ink,  to  foUow  the  language  of  the 
agreement."  As  thus  altered,  the  draft  was  engrossed  and  executed. 
By  the  deed,  which  was  dated  the  1st  of  November,  1867,  and  ex- 
pressed to  be  made  between  the  husband  and  wife  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  trustees  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  agreement  of 
the  16th  of  March,  1867,  and  that  it  was  intended  ''that  the  trusts 

(1)  As  in  Taggart  v.  Taggart,  1  Scb.  &  Let  84,  89. 
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and  powers  which  were  mentioned  or  indicated  "  therein  should  be  V.-C,  l). 
by  the  present  indenture  "  established  or  declared,"  and  that  "  in  1875 
order  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of  the  same  trust  fund  and  the  Cogak 
income  thereof,  in  cases  not  provided  for  by  the  same  articles/'  it 
was  agreed  that  such  further  trusts  and  powers  as  were  declared  or 
contained  in  the  present  indenture  should  be  thereinafter  declared 
or  contained,  it  was  witnessed  that  the  fund  should  be  held  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  income  *'  to  the  said  Joseph  Cogan  and  Agnes  his  wife 
during  their  lives,  and  after  the  death  of  either  of  them,  then  to 
the  survivor,"  during  his  or  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor,  as  to  the  capital,  in  trust  for  the  children  and  child  of 
Dr.  and  Mrs.  Cogan,  as  they  should  jointly  appoint,  and  in  de- 
fault, "  in  trust  for  all  the  children  (if  more  than  one),  or  any  the 
child  if  but  one"  of  Dr.  and  Mrs.  Cogan,  "such  children,  if  more 
than  one,  to  take  equally  as  tenants  in  common,  or  if  there  should 
be  but  one  such  child,  then  the  whole  for  such  one  child."  Them 
followed  a  hotchpot  clause,  and  an  advancement  clause ;  and  then 
it  was  agreed  and  declared  that  "if  there  shall  be  no  child  of" 
Dr.  and  Mrs.  Cogan,  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  fund 
and  income  upon  trust,  **  if  the  said  Joseph  Cogan  shall  survive 
the  said  Agnes  Cogan,  for  the  said  Joseph  Cogan,  his  executors  or 
administrators." 

Thus  the  interests  of  children,  in  default  of  appointment,  re- 
mained vested  at  birth ;  and  the  alternative  limitation,  in  the 
event  of  Dr.  Cogan  dying  in  his  wife's  lifetime,  having  been  struck 
out  of  the  draft,  the  settlement  contained  no  express  limitation  of 
the  fund  in  this  event. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  a  son,  who  died 
when  about  six  months  old,  in  the  lifetime  of  both  parents. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1870,  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan  made  his  will, 
whereby  he  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  brother, 
Bernard  Cogan,i}ie  above-named  trustee  of  the  agreement  and  settle- 
ment, absolutely;  and  by  a  codicil,  dated  the  same  day,  after 
giving  his  wife  a  legacy  of  twenty  guineas,  he  continued :  *'  As  by 
her  marriage  settlement  she  is  fully  provided  for,  my  wife  will 
well  understand  my  feeling  in  preferring  to  provide  for  my 
brother  Bernard,  the  companion  of  my  days,  and  fellow-worker, 
particularly  as  she  is  so  well  provided  under  settlement." 

Vol.  XX.  3  /  2 
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y.-0.  B.         Haying  made  a  farther  codicil.  Dr.  Jo9&ph  Oogan  died  on  the 
1875       13th  of  June,  1873,  and  his  will  and  codicils  were  shortly  after- 
CooAN      wards  proved  by  Dr.  Bernard  Oogan  in  the  Probate  Court  in 
Tur^l^^     Ireland. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  26th  of  January,  1874,  by  Agnes  Cogan, 

widow,  against  Thomas  Duffidd  and  Bernard  Cogan,  stating  the 
aboye  facts,  alleging  that  at  Dr.  Cogan*s  death  some  r^its  of 
certain  real  estate  (which  had  been  purchased  during  the  coyer- 
ture  under  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  and  were  part  of  the  tinst 
estate)  were  in  arrear  at  Dr.  Cogan^s  death,  and  that  the  Defendant 
Bernard  Oogan  refused  to  account  for  them ;  and  praying  for  a 
declaration  that  the  settlement  was  not  executed  in  accordance 
with  the  agreement,  and  that  it  might  be  rectified ;  for  a  dedaia- 
tion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  all  arrears  of  rent  due  at  the 
death  of  Dr.  Oogan^  and  which  had  accrued  since,  and  that  she 
was  now  absolutely  entitled  to  all  the  trust  property ;  and  that  the 
Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  oonyey  and  transfer  the  same  to 
the  Plaintiff,  or  that  the  trusts  of  the  agreement  and  of  the  settle- 
ment, when  rectified,  might  be  administered  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court 

The  Defendant  Dr.  Bernard  Oogan,  by  his  answer,  claimed  to 
be  entitled  to  the  fund,  subject  to  Mrs.  Oogan*s  life  interest,  as 
representatiye  and  legatee  of  his  brother. 
There  was  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts  as  stated  aboye. 
Dr.  B.  Oogan,  by  his  answer,  said  that  his  late  brother  had  a 
large  professional  income,  and  was  possessed  of  private  means. 
From  conversation  with  his  late  brother,  he  knew  that  both  he 
and  the  Plaintiff  were  "  opposed  to  "  such  a  settlement  as  was  pre- 
pared by  Mr.  Chraham,  and  that  ''  they  desired  to  marry  without 
any  settlement  at  all,"  but  that  his  brother  ultimately  "  consented 
to  a  settlement  being  made,  so  as  to  secure  to  the  Plaintiff  a  life 
interest  in  the  property  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  him,  and  to 
limit  the  property  to  the  issue,  if  any,  of  his  said  marriage,  but 
objected  altogether  to  any  further  interference  with  his  marital 
rights." 

His  statement  as  to  what  took  place  at  the  meeting  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  16th  of  March  was  as  follows : — 

Mr.  Ch'omshaw  ^*  produced  an  agreement  for  a  settlement  ready 
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prepared,  and  endeavoured  to  get  the  said  Joseph  Cogan  to  cdgn     Y.-O.  B. 
the  same.    Joseph  Cogan  refused  to  sign  such  agreement,  on  the       1875 
express  ground  that  it  would  interfere  with  his  marital  right,  and      Goqan 
might  cause  the  property  to  revert,  Jn  default  of  issue  of  the    D^j^p^^^^ 

marriage,  to  the  Plaintiff's  family,  to  which  he  decidedly  objected.       

In  his  presence,  and  by  his  desire,  I  proposed  to  Mr.  Ghramslha'W 
that  Joseph  Cogan  should  write  a  letter  engaging  to  invest  the 
money  in  such  a  manner  as  to  secure  it  after  his  decease  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  life,  and  to  her  children  by  him,  because,  as  he  said, 
he  could  understand  that ;  but  he  stated  that  he  did  not  feel  that 
he  understood  the  effect  of  the  agreement  which  was  proposed 
for  his  signature.  Mr.  Oramshaw  then  positively  assured  the  said 
Joseph  Cogan  that  the  proposed  agreement  would  not  have  the 
effect  of  causing  the  property  to  revert  to  the  family  of  the. Plain- 
tiff;  and  on  that  assurance  Joseph  Cogan  consented  to  sign  the  . 
said  proposed  agreement" 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  CHramshaw  and  Mr.  Duffidd^  on  behalf 
of  the  Plaintiff,  deposed  that^  except  in  the  particulars  first  stated 
above,  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan  '^ assented  to"  the  draft  agreement 
brought  to  the  hotel  by  Oramshato ;  and,  further,  that  ^'  Joseph 
Cogan  never  raised  any  objection  to  the  property  becoming  the 
absolute  property  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  case  she  should  survive  him, 
and  there  should  be  no  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one  or 
marry."  They  also  contradicted  the  Defendant's  statement  as  to 
his  proposal  that  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan  should  write  a  letter,  and  as  to 
Dr.  Joseph  Cogaris  remark  upon  that  proposal. 

Dr.  Joseph  Cogan  brought  no  property  into  the  settlement. 

Mr.  Davey,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jason  Smith,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

We  say,  first,  upon  the  construction  of  these  articles,  as  they 
stand,  there  is  a  trusty  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  for  the 
Plaintiff.  Secondly,  in  carrying  into  effect  executory  articles,  the 
Court  always  limits  the  interests  of  children  to  such  children  as 
shall  ettain  twenty-one,  or  if  females,  marry  under  twenty-one ; 
and,  thirdly,  there  is,  independently  of  the  articles,  in  the  events 
that  have  happened,  a  resulting  trust  for  the  Plaintiff. 

In  construing  the  articles,  the  Court  is  at  liberty  to  look  at  the 
surrounding  circumstances.    To  what  did  the  late  Dr.  Cogan  at 
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V.-o.  B.     the  interview  of  the  16th  of  March  objeck?   He  objected  to  the 

(1875       reference  contained  in  Chamshaws  draft  to  the  former  draft  settle- 

^^      ment  by  Oraham;  and  he  insisted  npon  a  limitation  of  the  pro- 

_    ^'         perty  to  himself  if  he  should  survive  his  wife,  and  there  should  be 

no  children.    To  all  the  rest  he  assented ;  that,  we  say,  is  the 

result  of  the  evidence ;  and  the  consequence  is,  that  Oramshaws 
draft  is  imported  into  the  evidence.  The  Court  is  enabled  to  look 
at  it. 

When  looked  at^  it  is  found  to  contain  a  declaration  of  trusts  by 
reference  to  those  in  the  draft  marriage  settlement  prepared  by 
Chrdham,  and  an  agreement  by  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan  and  Miss  Dujffidd^ 
to  do  all  acts  necessary  for  perfecting  that  settlement  To  this 
reference  Dr.  Cogan  objected ;  and  why  ?  Because  he  wished 
to  secure  the  estate  in  the  events  above  mentioned  to  himself : 
but  in  these  events  only.  The  draft  settlement  prepared  by 
Oraham  contained  a  limitation  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  events  of  her 
surviving  her  intended  husband,  and  there  being  no  children,  and 
to  that  Dr.  Cogan  assented.  It  was  only  in  one  event,  which  has 
not  happened,  that  any  departure  from  Mr.  OrahanCs  draft  was 
intended.  By  the  light  of  these  two  former  documents,  the  true 
construction  of  the  articles  is  ascertained. 

Taking  this  agreement  as  executory  articles  which  have  to  be 
carried  into  effect  by  the  Court,  how  would  the  settlement  be 
framed  ?  The  gift  to  children  would  be  to  such  children  only  aa 
attained  twenty-one  or  married ;  so  that  upon  the  death  of  a  son 
or  of  an  unmarried  daughter  under  age,  the  property  would  not 
belong  to  the  surviving  father  as  representative :  Taggart  v. 
Taggart  (1);  Spirett  v.  Willows  (2);  Young  v.  Macintosh  (3); 
BlacUburn  v.  Stahles  (4). 

The  frame  of  the  settlement  consequently  is  wrong  in  this 
respect  It  may  be  said  that  Taggart  v.  Taggart  does  not  cany 
us  £ar  enough,  but  it  gives  effect  to  the  last  clause  of  the  settie- 
ment,  by  shewing  that  *^  if  there  shall  be  no  child  "  will  be  held  by 
the  Court  to  mean  ''no  child  who  shall  attain  twenty-one  or 
m^rry ;"  thus  preventing  Dr.  Cogan  from  taking  as  representative 
of  his  son,  and  supplementing  the  express  provision  in  the  event 

(1)  1  Scb.  &  Lef.  84,  89.  (3)  13  Sim.  445. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  407.  (4)  2  V.  &  B.  367,  370. 
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(which  did  not  happen)  of  Dr.  Cogan  surviving,  by  snggesting  the     V-C.  B. 
inference  that,  if  Mrs.  Cogan  should  survive,  the  property  should        i875 
revert  to  her.    That  is  how  the  draft  was  drawn  by  the  con-       c)ooan 

Being  entitled  to  the  income,  the  Plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to       

the  arrears  of  rent. 

As  to  the  resulting  trust :  Mrs.  Cogan  is  the  survivor ;  this  was 
her  money ;  the  husband  never  reduced  it  into  possession :  Pringle 
Y.  Pringle  (1) ;  it  never  stood  in  his  name ;  and  if,  as  may  be  con- 
tended on  the  other  side,  the  settlement  contains  no  implied  limi- 
tation, but  is  silent  as  to  what  is  to  become  of  the  fund  in  the 
event  of  the  wife  surviving,  then  it  must  be  as  if  the  settlement 
were  out  of  the  way,  and  there  is  a  resulting  trust  for  the  wife. 

Supposing  there  had  been  six  children,  and  five  of  them  had 
died  under  agcy  can  it  be  conceived  to  bo  the  true  construction  of 
the  agreement  that  the  father  might  take  five-sixths  of  the  fund, 
and  leave  the  surviving  child  only  one-sixth  ? 

Mr.  O.  W.  Lawrance,  for  the  Defendant  !thofna8  Duffidd. 

Mr.  Eay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freding,  for  the  Defendant  Bernard 
Cogan : — 

The  case  must  be  decided  on  the  construction  of  the  agreement, 
which  is  silent  on  the  subject  of  what  is  to  happen  if  Mrs.  Cogan 
should  survive.  But  why  silent?  If  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances are  gone  into,  it  will  be  found  that,  after  considerable  dis- 
cussion, and  resort  to  the  best  advice,  the  omission  was  intention- 
ally made.  The  question  of  how  far  the  husband  would  consent 
to  give  up  his  marital  right  was  finally  settled. 

Then,  what  right  has  the  Plaintiff  to  have  this  settlement 
rectified  ?  She  must  shew  that  it  was  drawn  in  its  existing  form 
by  a  mistake  which  was  common  to  all  parties :  Booke  v.  Lord 
Kensington  (2).  If  it  was  drawn  pursuant  to  the  intention  of  one  of 
the  parties,  but  as  to  the  other  under  a  mistake,  it  cannot  be  rec- 
tified :  Sdls  V.  Sells  (3)  ;  Earl  of  Bradford  v.  Earl  of  Bonmeg  (4)  ; 
Harris  v.  Pepperell  (5)  ;  Thompson  v.  Whitmore  (6) ;  and  the  inten- 

(1)  22  Beav.  631.  (4)  30  Beav.  431,  438,  439. 

(2)  2  K.  &  J.  753.  (5;  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  1, 4. 

(3)  1  Dr.  Sc  Sm.  42.  (6)  IJ.  ft  H.  268. 
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y.-O.  B.     tion  of  the  parties  means  their  intention  at  the  time,  not  that  which 
1875       would  have  been  their  intention  had  they  foreseen  the  result: 
CooAx       Wilkinson  v.  Ndaon  (1) ;  Barrow  v.  Barrow  (2). 
DumiLD         -^^  question  is,  how  far  did  Dr.  Cogan  agree  to  give  up  his 

marital  right.  On  the  morning  of  the  marriage^  they  knowing  that 

he  had  not  executed  Mr.  Graham's  drafts  present  to  him  another, 
in  which  reference  is  made  to  that  draft.  To  this  he  objects,  and 
then  the  present  articles  are  drawn,  which  are  agreed  to  and 
executed.  By  them  the  marital  right,  in  the  events  which  have 
happened,  is  not  interfered  with.  The  Oourt  never  interferes  with 
the  marital  right  beyond  what  is  necessary :  Walsh  v.  Wason  (3) ; 
referring  to  In  re  Suffffiifs  Trusts  (4). 

Further,  by  permitting  the  transfer  of  the  fund  from  his  wife's 
name  into  the  names  of  the  trustees,  Dr.  Ooffan  did,  in  equity, 
reduce  this  fund  into  possession:  Bvrfiham  y.  Bennett  (5); 
Chmingham  v.  Antrohus  (6) ;  Hamilton  v.  Mills  (7). 

The  narrative  shews  that  either  in  one  way  or  the  other  the 
conveyancer  was  clearly  wrong.  Either  he  should  not. have  in- 
serted the  limitation  ov6r  in  the  event  of  death  of  a  child  under 
twenty-one  or  marriage,  or  he  should  not  have  inserted  the 
limitation  to  Mrs.  Cogan  if  she  should  survive.  Both  these  clauses 
were  pure  invention  on  his  part ;  the  proper  .limitation  would 
have  been  to  the  children,  so  as  to  vest  at  birth.  Not  only  are 
they  not  according  to  the  written  agreement,  but  they  are  con- 
trary to  Dr.  Coffan's  express  declaration,  who  said  that  this  was  the 
last  thing  he  would  consent  to. 

Taggart  v.  Taggart  (8)  shews  only  this — that  there  ought  to  be 
a  provision  for  limiting  the  fund  over  in  case  any  of  the  children 
shall  die  under  twenty-one  and  without  issue;  it  does  not  pre- 
scribe any  form  of  ultimate  limitation. 

Mr.  Davey,  in  reply. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  :— 
The  whole  question  seems  to  turn  upon  the  construction  of 

(1).  9  W.  R.  393.  (5)  2  Ck)U.  254. 

(2)  18  Beav.  529.  (6)  16  Sim.  436. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  482.  (7)  29  Beav.  193. 

(4)  Ibid.  3  Gh.  216.  (8)  1  Soh.  &  LeL  84, 89. 
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this  agreement,  which  preceded  the  marriage,  and  which  was     y.-G.  B. 
not  come  to  hastily.    It  was  executed  hastily,  no  doubt,  but  it        1875 
was  not  come  to  until  after  the  subject  had  occupied  the  attention       ooqan 
of  both  parties  to  the  marriage. 

The  lady  had  a  fortune  of  some  £12,000  consols.  The  gentle- 
man did  not  settle  anything,  whatever  his  other  property  might 
be.  The  object  and  purpose  of  the  agreement  being  signed  was, 
that  the  disposition  of  the  £12,000  consols  should  be  settled  by 
contract  between  the  parties. 

The  surrounding  circumstances  must,  no  doubt,  in  all  propriety 
and  fdmess,  be  regarded.  The  surrounding  circumstances  are 
stated  by  Dr.  Bernard  Coga/n.  In  his  answer  he  says,  that  upon 
the  agreement  being  presented  by  Mr.  Qramshaw  on  the  day  on 
which  the  marriage  was  afterwards  celebrated,  Joseph  Cogan  refused 
to  sign  the  agreement  on  the  express  ground  that  it  would  inter- 
fere with  his  marital  right,  and  might  cause  the  property  to  revert, 
in  default  of  issue  of  the  marriage,  to  the  Plaintiff's  family — ^to 
which  he  decidedly  objected.  Then  he  says  he  proposed  that 
Joseph  Cogan  should  write  a  letter,  so  as  to  secure  the  property, 
after  his  decease,  to  the  Plaintiff  for  life,  and  to  her  children  by 
him,  because  he  said  he  could  understand  that,  but  he  did  not 
feel  he  understood  the  effect  of  the  agreement.  Then  the  answer 
states :  **  Mr.  Chamshaw  positively  assured  Joseph  Cogcm  that  the 
proposed  agreement  would  not  have  the  effect  of  causing  the  pro- 
perty to  revert  to  the  family  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  on  that  assurance 
Joseph  Cogan  consented  to  sign  the  proposed  agreement." 

On  the  other  hand  we  have  the  depositions  of  Mr.  Qramshaw 
and  Mr.  Duffidd,  who  were  both  present  at  that  meeting.  Mr. 
Chramsihaw  says :  ^*  I  read  the  draft  agreement  to  Joseph  Cogan " 
(that  is,  as  it  was  originally  drawn),  '^but  he  insisted  on  all 
reference  to  the  proposed  draft  settlement  in  the  aforesaid  agree- 
ment being  struck  out."  That  was  acceded  to.  ^'  And  he  also 
insisted  that  in  case  he  should  survive  the  Plaintiff,  and  there 
should  be  no  child  of  the  marriage,  then  that  the  trust  property 
should  be  at  his  absolute  disposal."  He  says  further  that  Joseph 
Cogan  ^  never  raised  ,any  objection  to  the  property  becomiug  the 
absolute  property  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  case  she  should  survive 
Joseph  Cogan,  and  there  should  be  no  children  who  should  attain 
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V.-c.  B.     twenty-one  or  marry."    Mr.  Thomas  DuffidcPs  deposition  is  exactly 

1875        in  the  same  terms  in  those  two  particulars. 

Ck)OAN  ^o^  I  have  to  consider  the  surrounding  circumstances,  and 

jj^jj.J^^j^     they  are  these  : — ^A  settlement  had  been  prepared  in  draft,  the 

stipulations  of  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  very  fully. 

Interests  were  given  to  the  husband  and  the  wife  for  their 
respective  lives,  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor,  with  a  power  of 
appointment  for  the  intended  wife,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of 
the  husband.  That  draft  settlement  Joseph  Cogan  positively 
refused  to  have  anything  to  say  to.  He  would  not  execute  that 
settlement  because,  as  I  gather  from  Dr.  Bernard  CogavCs  deposi- 
tion, he  saw  that,  in  that  event,  if  the  limitation  went  to  the  next 
of  kin,  it  would  revert  to  the  wife's  family,  and  that  was  the 
ground  of  his  objection.  But  when  the  agreement  is  proposed  to 
him — that  being  his  objection  to  the  agreement,  and  the  objection, 
therefore,  to  the  settlement — ^he  insists  upon  all  reference  to  the 
settlement  being  struck  out,  and  he  signs  an  agreement  by  which 
he  stipulates  and  agrees  that  the  trusts  of  the  income  shall  be 
''for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Agnes  Duffield  and  Joseph  Cogan 
during  their  lives,  and  the  trusts  of  the  capital  for  and  amongst 
the  children,  according  to  the  appointment  of  Joseph  Cogan  and 
Agnes  Duffield,  or  the  survivor  of  them  ;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment to  the  children  equally ;  and  in  the  event  of  there  being  no 
children,  and  of  the  said  Joseph  Cogan  being  the  survivor,  the 
trust  property  to  be  at  his  absolute  disposal." 

In  my  opinion  the  words  of  that  contract  are  perfectly  clear  and 
distinct,  as  far  as  they  go.  The  marital  right,  which  is^spoken  of, 
and  which  then  had  not  begun  its  existence,  must  have  been  in  the 
contemplation,  at  least  of  Dr.  Joseph  Cogan,  if  not  of  the  other 
parties ;  but  a  marital  right  in  esse  is  disposed  of  by  the  agree- 
ment. The  lady  has  got  £12,000  consols ;  she  is  to  transfer  it, 
and  he  is  to  join  with  her  in  transferring  it.  It  is  said  that 
that  is  a  reduction  into  possession.  I  must  say  that  no  one  of 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited  seems  to  me  to  justify  that 
contention.  In*  the  case  of  Ctmingham  v.  AntroJms  (1),  before  Sir 
Lancelot  ShadweUy  which  seems  to  have  given  him  some  trouble, 
he  concluded  that,  where  a  transfer  had  been  made  by  the  trustees 

(1)  16  Sim.  436. 
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of  the  fund  to  persons  who  were  known  to  be  tnistees  of  the     V.-G.  B. 
marriage  settlement,  it  being  allowed  there  to  remain,  and  nothing       1875 
more  being  done,  that  must  be  held  to  have  been  an  exercise  by      oooan 
the  hnsband  of  his  right  to  reduce  the  fund  into  possession  for  the    d^jp^kld^ 
purpose  of  the  settlement.  — 

The  other  case,  Bumham  y.  Bennett  (1),  before  Vice-Chan* 
oellor  Knight  Bmee,  was  plainly  relieved  from  the  difficulties 
which  weighed  upon  Sir  Lancdoi  SlutdtveU.  There  the  husband 
after  marriage  dealt  with  the  fund  which  was  the  property  of  his 
wife,  took  a  new  security  for  part  of  it,  caused  another  part  of  it  to 
be  transferred,  and  the  Yice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  there 
had  been  a  reduction  into  possession. 

What  reduction  into  possession  is  there  here,  beyond  the  fact 
that  the  husband  joined  in  the  transfer,  if  he  did  join  in  it  (as  to 
which  there  is  no  evidence  at  all),  for  the  purpose,  not  of  reducing 
it  into  possession,  but  of  making  it  subject  to  the  terms  of  the 
settlement  that  was  to  be  executed  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement, 
and  as  to  which,  in  the  meantime,  he  was  bound  by  the  provisions 
of  the  agreement  ?  But  the  agreement  is  defective,  as  Mr.  Tatham^ 
upon  settling  the  draft  settlement,  afterwards  points  out.  He 
supplies  that  defect  Why  ?  Because,  as  a  lawyer,  he  knew,  if  he 
had  not  had  the  c^se  of  Taggart  v.  Taggart  (2)  before  him,  that  the 
principle  of  the  law  is,  that  where  there  is  an  executory  contract, 
and  it  becomes  necessary  afterwards  to  execute  that  contract  in  the 
formal  way,  it  must  be  executed  according  to  the  decisions  of  the 
Court,  and  that  the  executory  agreement  is  only  a  note  or  memo- 
randum of  something  which  is  to  be  reduced  into  more  formal  ex* 
pression.  He  therefore  inserted  those  provisions  which  he  thought 
were  necessary.  Being  convinced  that  the  lady  had  not  by  the 
agreement  parted  with  more  of  her  interest  in  the  fund  than  was 
actually  expressed  in  the  agreement,  namely,  that  if  these  two 
events  should  occur — if  there  should  be  no  child,  and  if  Dr.  Cogan 
should  survive  her — he  was  to  have  the  disposal — Mr.  Tatham 
did  what  seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  right  and  proper,  and  what 
would  have  been  done  in  the  Judge's  Chambers  if  there  had 
been  a  reference  to  settle  the  draft  settlement  He  introduced  the 
provisions  which  were  afterwards  struck  out,  but  struck  out  under 

(1)  2  Coll.  254.  (2)  1  Scfa.  &  Lef.  84. 
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y.-O.  B.      circumstances  which  are  not  very  clearly  explained.    I  do  not  think 

IS75       there  was  anything  wrong  in  it,  bat  it  seems  that — ^Hr.  Taikam 

OoQkv      "^i^I  persisting  in  the  necessity  of  his  draft  being  allowed  to  remain 

P^^^j^     in  the  shape  in  which  it  was  before — ^Mr.  Anstie,  or  somebody  else, 

makes  a  pencil  alteration  in  it,  writes  in. the  margin,  "  Altered  as 

now,  in  ink,  to  follow  the  language  of  the  agreement,"  that  part 
of  the  settlement  is  redaoed  to  the  very  words  of  the  agreement, 
without  addition  or  alteration,  and  the  question  as  to  what  is  the 
meaning  of  the  agreement  in  that  respect,  is  left  to  be  decided  at 
some  future  day. 

I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt  about  what  the  meaning  of  the 
agreement  is.  I  cannot  put  upon  it  so  preposterous  and  unreason- 
able a  construction  as  to  suppose  that,  if  of  this  marriage  there 
had  been  bom  ten  or  any  other  number  of  children,  and  all  of  them 
but  one  had  died  under  twenty-one,  the  father,  as  their  adminis- 
trator, was  to  take  nine-tenths  of  this  fund  for  himself  and  leare 
the  only  surviving  child  of  the  marriage  with  no  other  provision 
than  one-tenth  of  the  fund,  which,  according  to  all  reason  and  sense, 
it  was  intended  should  be  a  provision  for  the  children  after  the 
death  of  the  husband  and  wife,  subject,  of  course,  to  their  powers 
of  appointment. 

In  a  recent  case  of  Smith  v.  Iliffe  (1)  (which  I  do  not  say  was 
exactly  like  this),  I  had  to  consider  how  the  Court  would  deal 
not  only  with  an  executory  instrument,  but  with  a  case  that 
was  much  stronger  than  the  present.  The  lady  had  married 
daring  her  minority,  the  Court  had  approved  of  the  settlement 
upon  her  marriage,  and  she  came  to  complain  that  the  Court 
had  done  that  improvidently — that  die  Court  had  not  provided 
for  her  interests  as  they  ought  to  have  been  proyided  for,  she 
being  a  minor;  and,  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  I  was 
very  easily  convinced  that  it  was  the  right  of  the  lady  to  have  the 
settlement  reformed,  and  put  in  such  a  shape  as  the  Court  would 
have  approved  of,  if  the  thing  were  new  and  nothing  had  been 
done.  That  did  not  differ  from  the  principle  of  Tutggari  v. 
Taggart  (2)  in  the  slightest  degree.  It  was  only  stronger,  because 
the  settlement  bad  been  executed  under  the  sanction  of  the  Court. 

To  come  back  to  this  case,  in  my  opinion  this  agreement,  the 

(1)  Ante,  p.  666.  (2)  1  Sch.  A  Lrf.  84. 
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oonstraction  of  which  is  the  only  questioii  before  me,  presenta  no  V.-a  B. 
reaaonable  diflSculty.  It  was  executed^  as  I  hare  said,  in  haste  on  1875 
the  morning  of  the  marriage.  It  proFides  properly  for  the  husband  cqoah 
and  wife  for  their  liyes ;  it  provides  for  the  children,  although  im-  p^^J^^j^ 
perfectly ;  and  if  there  now  were  children  of  the  marriage  I  shgnld  — 
not  hesitate  one  moment  in  saying  that  in  reformiAg,  or  rather  in 
completing,  this  settlement,  it  would  be  necessary  to  introduce  those 
limitations  which  Mr.  TcUham  proposed  to  put  into  the  draft,  and 
which  were  afterwards  struck  out  because  they  were  not  contained 
in  the  agreement.  There  was  but  one  child  of  the  marriage  bom, 
and  that  child  lived  only  a  short  time.  The  husband  and  wife 
lived  together.  Then  the  husband  died  in  1873,  and  up  to  that 
time  the  settled  property  was  enjoyed  as  the  settlement  proposed 
it  should  be  enjoyed,  and  as  the  articles  intended  it  should  be 
enjoyed,  during  their  joint  lives.  The  rents  or  income  were  received 
by  the  husband.  There  was  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be, 
under  those  circumstances.  Upon  the  death  of  the  husband, 
there  being  two  persons  entitled  under  the  agreement  as  joint 
tcaants,  when  one  died  and  the  other  of  necessity  became  entitled 
to  the  whole  income,  there  can  be  no  question,  or  no  serious  ques- 
tion, as  to  the  arrears  which  were  due  at  the  death  of  the  husband. 
No  doubt  they  belong  to  the  wife.  Then,  unless  I  am  to  hold  that 
the  effect  of  the  agreement  for  a  settlement  is  directly  contrary  to 
all  ordinary  practice,  and  to  all  reasonable  intendment  by  the 
parties,  I  must  say  that,  although  it  does  not  carry  the  intention  of 
the  parties  into  full  effect,  it  contains  the  means  which  enable  this 
Court  to  declare  that  the  settlement  is  imperfect  in  this  respect, 
that  it  does  not  give  to  the  wife  that  which  she  is  entitled  to 
whether  as  a  resulting  trust  or  otherwise,  namely,  that  part  of 
her  property  which  is  not  the  subject  of  the  settlement.  The 
settlement  has  performed  its  full  office;  all  its  objects  and  pur- 
poses have  been  completed  and  satisBed,  and  all  that  remains 
is  the  property  of  the  wife,  because  it  was  neither  contracted  for 
nor  included  in  the  settlement  which  was  executed. 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
which  she  asks,  upon  both  grounds. 

There  will  be  a  declaration  that  the  settlement  was  not  in  ac* 
cordance  with  the  agreement  made  previously  to  the  marriage, 
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y.-O.  B.     and  that  it  ought  to  be  rectified,  and  reformed  so  as  to  carry  that 

1875       into  effect ;  and  then  declare  that  in  the  events  which  have  hap* 

GooAK      pened  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  according  to  the  second  paragr^h  ^^ 

of  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  to  all  arrears  of  rent  dne  at  the  time  of 

the,  death  of  Joseph  Cogan,  and  is  now  absolutely  entitled  to  the 

trust  property. 

There  will  be  a  direction  to  convey  the  real  estate,  and  to  transfer 
the  consols. 

The  costs  of  the  suit,  having  been  arranged,  were  ordered  by 
consent  to  be  paid  out  of  the  trust  fund. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  Duffidi :  Messrs.  K 
8.  Taylor  &  Son. 

Solicitors  for  tho  Defendant  B.  Cogan :  Messrs.  Vizard^  Orotcder, 
dk  Andie, 
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ABAHDOHMEHT  OF  ISLAILWAY—Jbandonment 
of  JBaUwaya  Act,  1850  (13  <k  14  Vict.  e.  SSy-Eail- 
toay  Companies  Act,  1867  (30  &  31  Vict.  c.  127), 
M.  31-35 — Abandonment  of  BaUwaya  Act,  1869 
(32  d:  33  Vict  c.  lUy-Betum  of  DepoHt—Asaeii 
of  the  Company—Coits  of  obtainitM  the  Act — 
Statute  of  lAmitatiomJ]  A  Board  of  Trade  war- 
rant of  abandonmeDt  of  a  railway,  under  the 
AbaruUmment  of  Railwaya  Act,  1850,  and  the 
Baihoay  Companies  Act,  1867,  was  made  with  a 
condition  that  moneys  deposited  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  as  security  should  be  applied  as  part  of 
the  assets  of  the  company : — Held,  that  the  soli- 
citor and  parliamentary  agent,  not  being  promo- 
ters of  the  company,  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
thereout  their  costs  and  charges  for  obtaining 
the  Act. — The  special  Act  gave  a  right  to  sue 
the  company  for  the  ooats  of  obtaining  the  Act, 
and  it  incorporated  the  Companies  Clauees  Act. — 
By  the  Companiee  Clautee  Ad,  s.  65,  the  money 
raised  by  the  company  is  to  be  applied  first  in 
payment  of  such  coBts : — Held,  that  the  Statute  of 
LimitatioM  did  not  run  against  creditors  in  re- 
spect of  such  costs  until  the  company  had  assets  to 
meet  the  claims : — EM,  that  the  remedy  given 
by  the  special  Act  was  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for  the  right  given  by  the  Companiee 
Clauiea  Act  to  payment  out  of  the  first  assets  of 
the  company.    In  re  Kensington  Station  Act 

•     [197 

AB8BICE  FOB  SKVEV  TSAX8       -  -     186 

See  Pbebumftion  of  Dbath. 

A0C\JUJJLJLTl0m-~Wiar-Con8tructionr- Lawful 
Period  of  Accumulation — Thelluuon  Act  (39  A 
40  Geo,  3,  e.  ^%y—FeUmy— Mixed  Fund—Intee- 
tacy.'\  Testator  devised  a  landed  estate,  and  be- 
queathed all  his  personalty  to  a  trustee,  upon  trust 
so  to  vest  his  real  estate  in,  and  cause  his  personal 
estate  to  be  placed  imder  the  control  of,  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  as  that  the  Court  might  administer 
the  same ;  and  then  bequeathed  several  annuities 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  realty 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  personalty,  and  directed 
that,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  annuities,  the 
rents,  income,  and  pioduce  of  the  trust  estate 
should  be  accumulated  at  compound  interest  until 
the  decease  of  the  last  surviving  annuitant,  **  or 
daring  such  portion  of  such  surviving  annuitant's 
life  as  the  rules  of  law  will  permit,"  and  on  the 
decease  of  the  last  surviving  annuitant  the  whole 
of  the  trust  estate  fands  and  accumulations  to  be 
applied  by  the  Court  in  the  purchase  of  freehold 
land,  to  be  conveyed  to  testator's  nephew,  Q,  0^  I 
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ADCUKUJJlTIOISB— continued. 

and  his  heirs : — Held,  that,  of  the  rents  of  the 
realty,  and  the  Income  of  the  personalty,  which 
would  accrue  during  the  intend  (if  any)  whiq^ 
should  elapse  after  the  expiration  of  twentv-one 
years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the 
death  of  the  surviving  annuitant,  there  was  an 
intestacy : — Held,  further,  that  G.  G.  was  not  en- 
titled, during  the  life  of  the  surviving  annuitant, 
to  ask  for  payment  of  the  fund  to  himself,  sub- 
ject to  provision  being  made  for  the  annuities. — 
The  Court  refused  to  make  any  order  at  present, 
except  to  pay  the  annuities  and  continue  the  ac- 
cumulations.   Talbot  t.  Jevebs    -         -     855 

ACT  OF  BAKKBUPTCT  — Assignment  of  all 
debtor's  property    -  -  -     786 

See  Assignment  of  all  Debtob'b  Pbo- 
pebty. 

ABEMPTIOK  —  Bequest  of  stock— Subsequent 
mortgage      -  -  -  -     304 

See  Legacy,  SFBaxFio  ob  Genebal. 

ABJUDICAHOK  OF  BAVZBUFTCT— After  liqui- 
dation— Method  of  procedure  -  777 
See  Adjudioation  without  Petition. 

Joint  and  several — Consolidation      -     758 

See  Joint  and  Sevebal  Adjudication. 

Petitioning  creditor's  debt    -  782,  788 

See  Petition  fob  Adjudication.    1,  2. 

ASJUDICATIOH  WITHOUT  FEIITIOH— If<giit(2a- 

Uon — Subsequent  Adjudication  of  Bankru^cy  by 
Vie  Court  —  Method  of  Procedure  —  Banlcruptcy 
Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict,  e.  71),  «.  125,  tubs,  12.] 
Under  sect.  125,  sub«sect.  12,  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1869,  the  Court  has  power  to  adjudge  a  liqui- 
dating debtor  a  bankrupt  mero  mot'Si,  acting  on 
the  Imowledge  it  has  acquired  in  the  course  of 
the  liquidation  proceedings.  It  is  not  uecessaiy 
that  a  bankruptcy  petition  should  be  presented. 
Ex  parte  BIabland.    In  re  Ashton  -     777 

ADJUSTMENT  OF  BHASBEOLDlBff  BI0STft~ 

Limited  Company — Memorandum  of  Asaociation — 
Liability  to  pay  Debts— Contract  by  Articles  of 
Asaociation— Biahts  of  Shareholders  inter  se  — 
Fully  paid-up  Shares^  By  the  memorandum  of 
association  of  a  company  formed  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act  1856,  the  liability  was 
limited  to  £10  per  share.  By  the  artioleB  of 
association  it  was  provided,  as  regarded  certain 
debts  for  which  certain  shareholders  had  given 
promissory  notes,  that  if  the  company  should  be 
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ABJUSIHZNT  OF  SEABEEOLDEBS'  BIOEIB— 
continued. 

called  apon  to  'paj  tbem,  and  should  not  have 
funds  in  hand  applicable  to  the  payment,  each 
shareholder  should  contribute  and  pay  to  the 
company,  as  a  debt  due  to  the  company,  a 
proportionate  amount  according  to  the  numoer 
of  shares  held  by  him : — Held,  that  though  the 
memorandum  of  association  limited  the  extent 
of  liability  as  regarded  creditors  outside  the 
company,  there  was  nothing  in  the  Act  of  1856 
preventing  the  shareholders  inter  m  from  con- 
tracting to  make  themselves  liable  to  a  greater 
amount ;  that  the  provision  in  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation oonstitutea  such  a  contract;  and  conse- 
quently that  holders  of  fully  paid-up  shares  might 
be  put  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  the  purpose 
of  having  a  call  made  to  meet  the  liability  so  in- 
curred. In  re  Maioa.  Anna  and  Steikbakk  Goal 

AND  GOKX  COMFANT.     MaXWELL'S  GaBB      -       685 

^lOHIBTBATOBr-Debt  to— Set-off        -     155 
See  Advanoxmbnt.    1. 

Set-off— Debt  barred  by  statute — Next  of  kin 

See  BET-orF  is  Equity.    3.  [644 

ABXIBALTT  CN)tJBT— Bestraining  proceedings 
in      -  -  -  -  -     325 

See  iKJTJNonoir  in  Winding-up. 

ADYAHCBMEirT— JnfMtocy  — JdoanoefiMnis  by 
PoHion^Statute  of  Vistribuiions  (22  d:  23  Car,  2, 
e.  10),  a.  SShare  of  Intestate* b  Eftate — Debt  due 
to  Administrator — aet^tff.']  An  **  advancement  by 
portion "  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  5  of  the 
Statute  of  Diftributiona  is  a  sum  given  by  a 
parent  to  establish  a  child  in  life  or  to  make  a 
provision  for  the  child.— Sums  given  for  the  fol- 
lowing purposes :  (1)  payment  of  the  admission 
fee  to  one  of  the  Inns  of  Gourt  in  the  case  of  a 
child  intended  for  the  Bar ;  (2)  the  price  of  a 
commission  and  outfit  of  a  child  entering  the 
army ;  (3)  the  price  of  plant  and  machinery  and 
other  payments  for  the  purpose  of  starting  a  child 
in  business : — Held^  **  advancements  by  portion." 
— Sums  given  for  the  following  purposes :  (1)  pay- 
ment of  a  fee  to  a  special  pleader  in  the  case  of  a 
child  intended  for  the  Bar ;  (2)  price  of  outfit  and 
passage  money  of  an  officer  in  the  army  and  his 
wife  on  going  out  to  India  with  his  regiment ; 
(3)  payment  of  debts  incurred  by  an  officer  in  the 
army;  (4)  assisting  a  clergyman  in  paying  bis 
housekeeping  and  other  expenses: — Held,  not 
'*  advancemente  by  portion." — A  debt  due  to  the 
administrator  of  an  intestate  in  his  own  right  fiom 
one  of  the  next  of  kin  may  be  set  off  in  a  suit  by 
the  next  of  kin  for  administration  of  the  estate 
against  a  sum  due  from  the  administrator  in  re- 
spect of  the  next  of  kin's  share  of  the  intestate's 
estete.    Taylor  v.  Taylor  -         .         -     155 

2.  — ^  HuAand  and  Wife — Banking  Account 
in  Joint  Names — BesuUtng  Trust,']  The  husband 
of  the  Plaintiff  being  in  failing  health  transferred 
his  banking  account  from  his  own  name  into  the 
joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  and  directed 
the  bankers  to  honour  cheques  drawn  either  by 
himself  or  his  wife ;  and  he  afterwards  paid  in  con- 
siderable sums  to  this  account.  All  cheques  were 
afterwards  drawn  by  the  Plaintiff  at  the  direction 
of  her  husband,  and  the  proceeds  were  applied  in 
payment  of  household  and  other  expenses.  The 
nnsband  never  explained  to  the  Plaintiff  what  his 
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intention  was  in  transferring  the  account,  but  he 
was  steted  by  the  bank  manager  to  have  Temarki.d 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer  that  the  balance  of  tlie* 
account  would  belong  to  the  survivor  of  himself 
and  his  wifa  After  the  death  of  her  hosband 
(which  took  place  a  few  months  aftor  the  transfer) 
the  Plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  ba- 
lance:— Heldy  that  the  transfer  of  the  account 
was  not  intended  to  be  a  provision  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, but  merely  a  mode  of  conveniently  masaging 
her  husband's  affairs ;  and  consequently  that  £he 
wajs  not  entitled.    Marshal  v,  Gbutwell  - 


ABySBSE  P088X88I0H--fitetnte  of  Limitations 

See  LiMiTATioNB,  Statute  op.    1.     [69S 

ADV0W80K  —  TFOZ— DtVerfion  to  seH—Vttoant 
Benefice  —  Bight  to  nominate,]  Testator,  the 
owner  of  an  advowson,  aftor  directing  that  £13,000 
should  be  invested  and  the  interest  paid  to  his 
wife  for  her  life  for  the  support  of  herself  and 
their  children,  directed  his  executors  when  the 
church  was  full  to  sell  the  advowson,  and  abo 
certein  freehold  land,  and  invest  the  proceeds  fcr 
the  same  purpose  as  before  directed  with  respert 
to  the  sum  of  £13,000,  and  after  the  death  of  bis 
wife  then  for  the  purposes  in  the  will  menttoned. 
—The  testator  died  in  September,  1S74,  th^ 
church  then  being  full,  and  he  left  his  widow  ar.d 
five  infant  daughters,  nis  oo-heiresses-at-law,  hini 
surviving.  The  executors  did  not  sell  the  ad- 
vowson, and  on  the  death  of  the  incumbent  in 
February,  1875,  the  question  arose  who  was  en- 
titled to  nominate  to  the  vacant  benefice : — Heid^ 
that  the  right  to  nominate  was  in  the  widow. 
Brigos  v.  Sharp        -         -         -  -     Ji7 

AmBAYIT  07  KG  8ETTLEXENT  -      454 

See  Wife's  Ghose  in  Action.    2. 

AVTES^OQUIBSD  FB0PEBT7  —  Ooyenant  to 
settle  -         -         -  -      5M 

See  GovEMANT  to  aEmx. 

AOXRT — Director — Shares  paid  up  out  of  com- 
pany's money  -  -  -  580 
See  FiDuaARY  Belatiov. 

^—  promoters  of  company — Agreement  to  in- 
demnify against  oos^  -  -  GX) 
See  Agreembmt  to  indemnift. 

^^  Partnership— Agreement  to  share  profits  SSI 

See  Perception  of  Partnership  Pbc»tz^. 

AOBSE]ISHT->Gollateral—Eea6ment  -  444 
See  Gollateral  Agreeiost. 

Payment  of  share  of  deceased  partner      566 

See  Joint  and  Several  LiAsiLrnr.    1. 

Promoters  of  company — ^Indemnity  against 

costs  -----    eso 

See  Agreement  to  indsmnift. 

Sale  of  real  estete— Stotute  of  Frauds        11 

See  Frauds,  Statcis  of. 

To  share  profite  of  partnership  •     SSI 

See  Perception  of  Partnership  Pbqfii^ 


AOBEEMEHT  FOB  LEASE— iS^ct>!<;  PerforoMwte 
— Delay — Lessor  and  Lestee,]  At  the  expiration 
in  July,  1857,  of  a  lease  under  which  by  assigii- 
ment  ne  was  in  possession  of  property,  B.  signed 
an  agreement  to  accept  from  A.  a  new  lease  for 
thir^-one  years,  at  the  same  rent  as  was  reseirtd 
by  the  old  lease,  and  payment  of  £600  on  the  day 
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JkOiBXEMXBT  70B  LEASE— continued, 

fixM  for  completion  (Ist  August,  1857),  with 
interest  if  the  lease  should  not  be  completed  on 
the  day  fixed.  A  draft  lease  was  sent  to  B,  for 
his  approval  hut  was  not  returned,  and  no  steps 
"were  taken  by  A,  to  press  for  completion.  B,  re- 
znained  in  possession  and  paid  rent,  but  no  pay- 
ment of  the  £600  or  interest  was  ever  made  or 
demanded.  In  1871  A.  died.  On  bill  by  her 
legal  personal  representatire : — Held,  that  as  B*8 
possession  and  payment  of  rent  must  be  referred 
to  the  new  agreement,  and  not  to  a  holding  over 
after  the  expiration  of  the  former  lease,  the  lapse 
of  time  did  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  specific  per- 
formance, which  was  accordingly  decreed,  wiUi 
interest  on  the  £600  from  the  Ist  of  August,  1857. 
Shspheabd  v.  Walker         ...     659 

ABREEXEST  TO  ISJiEMSJSY— Companies  Act, 
1862,  9.  109 — Winding-up — Authority  of  Agent."] 
Under  the  jurisdiction  to  adjust  the  rights  of  the 
oontributories  amongst  themselves  given  by  the 
Companies  Act^  1862,  s.  109,  the  Court  will  not 
under  the  winding-up  enforce  an  alleged  contract 
by  the  promoters  to  indemnify  persons  signing 
the  subscription  contract  against  all  liability  in 
respect  of  the  shares,  by  directing  a  call  payable 
primarily  by  the  promoters  only. — The  authority 
of  the  clerk  of  a  solicitor  engaged  in  getting  up  a 
railway  company  to  bind  the  company  by  a  repre- 
sentation to  persons  signing  the  subscription  con- 
tract that  they  would  not  be  called  upon  to  pay 
anything  unless  the  line  was  made  and  opened, 
discussed.  In  re  Bbamfton  and  Longtown 
Bail  WAT  GoHFAKT.    Addison's  Casaj      •*     620 

ALIEVATIOV— Bestraint  on  -  -     186 

See  Bxstbaint  on  Alienation. 

ALTERATION— Interest  in  devised  property  428 
See  Revocation  of  Gift. 

ANCIENT  LIGHTS     -  -  -494,600 

See  LiOHT  and  Aib.    1,  2. 

— ^Bailway  Clearing  House  Act — Compensa- 
tion  -----     858 

See     COHFENBATION     UNDER      BaILWAT 

Clbabino  House  Act. 

ANQLE0F46''  -  -  -         -     494 

See  Light  and  Air.    1. 

ANNUITY  CHABGED  ON  OOBPTTS— mTZ— 
Corpus  or  Income.]  Testator  gave  the  residue 
of  ms  estate  to  trustees  to  pay  the  income  for  the 
benefit  of  his  wife  and  unmarried  daughters 
and  youngest  son,  and  directed  that  upon  the 
youngest  son  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  the  trustees  should  invest  a  sufficient  sum 
to  secure  the  receipt  of  the  annual  sum  of  £50,  to 
be  paid  by  instalments  as  the  dividends  were  re- 
ceived, to  his  wife  for  her  maintenance,  and  sub- 
ject thereto  the  trustees  were  to  divide  the  whole 
of  the  trust  estate  amon^  his  eight  children ; 
and  on  the  death  of  his  wife  the  amount  Invested 
to  secure  her  the  annual  income  of  £50  was  to  be 
divided  in  like  manner  amongst  his  eight  children. 
The  youngest  son  attained  twenty-one  in  1872. 
The  income  arising  from  the  whole  of  the  estate 
did  not  amount  to  £50  a  year : — Held,  that  the 
widow  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid  any  arrears  out 
of  the  corpus.  Mttohell  v,  Wilton  -  889 
APPEAL— Bankruptcy         -  -  -     148 

See  Bankbuptcy  Appeal. 


APPEAL  IN  WiNDING-XTF— Prao<2O0— JnroZment 
— Delay  and  Acquiescence.]  In  November,  1871, 
A.  was  settled  by  the  Court  upon  the  list  of  oon- 
tributories of  a  company  in  course  of  liquidation. 
Notice  of  appeal  from  the  order  was  given  on 
behalf  of  A.  within  twenty-one  days,  but  after^ 
wards  withdrawn,  and  no  further  steps  were 
taken  during  A*s  lifetime  to  dispute  his  liability. 
From  June,  1871,  until  his  death,  in  December, 
1874,  A.  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  but  notice  of 
all  proceedings  under  the  winding-up  was  received 
by  his  solicitors,  and  a  call  was  paidon  his  behalf. 
— An  application,  after  A.'s  death  (December, 
1874),  by  his  mother  (who  had  acted  on  his 
behalf  in  the  affairs  of  the  winding-up,  but 
was  not  his  legal  personal  representative),  for 
leave  to  inrol  the  order  of  November,  1871,  witii 
the  view  of  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  A's  absence  from 
England  did  not  countervail  the  long  delay  during 
which  the  winding-up  had  proceeded  on  the  foot- 
ing that  all  intention  by  A.  to  contest  his  liability 
had  been  abandoned.  In  re  United  Fobts  and 
General  Insubange  Company.    Bbowne's  Case 

[689 

APPOINTVENT  OF  LIQinBATOB  -  -     360 

See  LiQITIDATOB. 

APPOINTXENT  UNDER  SPECIAL  POWEBS— 
General  Words — Reddendo  singuki  singulis.]  A 
testator  gave  his  estate  by  will  to  trustees  in  the 
following  words : — "  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
all  my  pn^rty  over  which  I  have  any  disposing 
power.'  The  trusts  of  the  will  were  for  his  wife 
for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  death 
for  all  his  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one 
in  equal  shares,  and  upon  failure  of  children,  for 
the  brothers  and  sisters  of  his  wife  i-^Heldf  that 
the  will  must  be  read  reddendo  singula  singulis, 
and  operated  as  an  appointment  under  two  special 
powers,  one  of  which  was  a  power  to  appoint 
among  his  children  snbjeot  to  a  life  interest  in 
his  wife  during  widowhood ;  and  the  other  was  a 
power  to  appoint  a  life  interest  to  his  wife  in  a 
fund  which,  subiect  to  sadi  power,  was  held  on 
trust  for  his  ohildien  at  twenty-one  in  equal 
shares.    Thornton  v.  Thobnton     -         -     699 

APPOETIONKENT—  WiHr— Trust  Legacy^Tenant 
for  Life  and  Bemainderman — Capital  and  In- 
come.] A  testator  be<}ueathed  a  legacy  of  £10,000 
with  interest  from  his  death  at  4  per  cent,  per 
annum  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to 
certain  persons  during  the  life  of  one  of  them,  and 
after  her  death  upon  trust  for  other  persons. — ^The 
testator's  estate  was  insufficient  for  payment  in 
full  of  his  legacies,  and  the  realization  of  lus 
assets  occupied  several  years : — Held,  that  moneys 
firom  time  to  time  received  by  the  fa'ustees  and 
applicable  to  the  legacy  were  divisible  rateably 
between  capital  and  income,  so  as  to  attribute  to 
income  £4  per  cent,  from  the  testator's  death  on 
the  amount  attributed  to  capital.  In  re  Tinkler's 
Estate  -         -         -         _         .     45^ 

Costs — Petition  under  Lands  Clauses  Act  369 

See  Costs  under  Lands  Clauses  Act.   2. 

ABBITBATION— Death  of  arbitrator         -     100 

See  Substituted  Contbaot. 
— —  Submission  to    -         -         >  ~       89 

See  Submission  to  ABBrriiATioN. 
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ABB3EST0rBHIP— Injunction— Winding-up  825 
See  Injxjnotiok  ik  Winding-up. 

ABnCLES  07  AS80GIAII0V  — Contract  in  — 
Special  liabUlty      -  -  -     585 

&e    Adjtituent    of    Shabeboldebs' 

RiGHTB. 

ASSETS — Company — Surplus  >  -       59 

See  DiBTBiBunoN  of  Scbplus  Assets. 

Partnership— -Value  of  mill    -         -      25 

See  FAxrsvBSHif  Assets. 

Small  amount  of— Liquidation  -     775 

See  BssoLunoN  fob  Liquidation. 

—  Small  amount  of— Resolution  for  composi- 
tion -  -  .  -  -  742 
See  Resolution  fob  Composition. 

ASSIGimZHT  07  ALL  DZll!rOS'S  7B0P2BT7— 

Successive  Benewals—Act  of  BanJerupfcy—Past 
D^t— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Viet,  c.  71), 
s,  e—BUU  of  Sale  Act,  1854  (17  <fc  18  Vid.  c.  36), 
«.  1.]  A  bill  of  sale  of  the  whole  of  the  mort- 
gagor's property,  given  by  way  of  renewal  of  a 
former  one  not  registered,  is,  if  no  fresh  advance 
be  made  by  the  mortgagee,  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  void  as  against  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of 
tlie  mortgagor,  notwithstanding  its  registration  in 
due  time.— iJawwrfen  v.  Lupton  (Law  Rei).  9  Q.  B. 
17)  explained.— jESc  parte  Cohen  (Law  Rep.  7  Ch. 
20)  followed.    Ex  parte  Stevens.    In  re  Sfevens 

[786 

ASSIGHlfENT  07  DEBT— Fetitkning  creditors 
debt  -----  762 
See  FErnroN  fob  Adjudication.  1. 
AXItmOlX— Opening  Biddings— Misconduct  in  the 
Management  of  the  Sale— SO  &  31  Vict,  c  48.]  In 
order  to  entitle  parties  to  open  the  biddings  after 
a  sale  by  auction  under  the  Court  since  tiie  passing 
of  the  Sales  of  Land  by  Auction  Act,  1867,  there 
must  be  either  fraud  or  such  misconduct  as  borders 
on  fraud. — Consideration  of  the  circumstances 
necessary  to  justify  the  presumption  of  such  mis- 
conduct.   Delves  v.  Delves  -         -       77 

Contract  signed  by  auctioneer— Statute  of 

Frauds         ....     412 
See  CoNTBACT  BY  Agent. 


AWASB— Setting  aside 

See  Submission  to  Abbitbation. 
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BAMJLUiG  ACCOinnr— Joint  names  of  husband 
and  wife  ....  828 
See  Advanoeuent.    2. 

BAKKBTJPTOY— Act  of  bankruptcy— Assignment 
of  all  debtor's  property      -  -     786 

See  Assignment  of  all  Debtob's  Fbo- 

FEBIT. 

—  Adjudication — Joint  and  several        -     758 

See  Joint  and  Several  Adjudications. 
-^—  Adjudication  without  petition  -     777 

See  Adjudication  wn  hout  Petition. 

—  Appeal    -----     148 

See  BANImuFTCT  Appeal. 

Assignment  of  all  debtor's  property  -     786 

See  Assignment  of  all  Dbbtob's  Fbo- 

PEBTT. 

—  CJomposition  with  creditors— Resolution  742 

See  Resolution  fob  Composition. 

—  Costs— Liquidation      -         -  -     739 

See  Costs  in  Liquidation. 


HASKRVTTCY— continued. 

Fraudulent  preference  -         *  65,  746^  7^ 

See  Fbaudulent  Pbefebence.     1,  2,  3. 

Joint  and  separate  estates        -  -      797 

See  Joint  and  Sepabate  Estates. 

Jurisdiction        -  -  -         733^  773 

See  BankeuptcT  Jubisdictiox.    1,  2. 

Liquidation — Resolution  for  -  -      775 

See  Resolution  fob  Liquidatiost. 

Order  and  dieposition    -  -  -      387 

See  Obdeb  and  Disposition. 

Petition  for  adjudication— Petitioning  credi- 
tor's debt  -  -  .  768. 782 
See  Petition  fob  Adjudication.     1,  2. 

Receiver-  -  -         -         288,291 

See  Rbceiveb.    1, 2. 

Secured  creditor  -  -  -     27S 

See  Cbeditob  holding  SECUBmr. 

Undischarged  debtor — Status  of        -     74D 

See  UiSDiscaABGBD  Bebtob. 

BAKKBUPTGT  APPEAL— Procfe'ce-rtme  for 
Appealing— Bankruptcy  Rules,  1870,  rr.  143,  150 
— General  Bute  of  26  May,  1873.]  In  compntinc: 
the  twenty-one  days  withhi  which  an  appeal  muit 
be  entered,  Sundays  are  not  to  be  reckoned.  Ex 
parte  HiCKS.    In  re  Ball     -         -  -      143 

BAKKB17PTCT  JTmSDKmOV— Foreign  Creditoy 
resident  Abroad— Effect  of  Proving  Debt—K&Hee 
of  Motion — Service  out  of  Jurisdiction — Wairtr  oi 
Irregulanty— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  *  33  Firi. 
c,  71),  ss.  2,  7^-76  —  Bankruptcy  Jinies,  1S7<^. 
r.  50.]  A  foreign  creditor,  residing  out  of  the  jum> 
diction  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  by  proving  a 
debt  in  a  bankruptcy  or  liquidation^  brings  hua- 
self  within  the  general  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  as 
to  the  administration  of  the  estate,  just  as  if  be 
were  residing  within  it.  An  order  can  therefore 
be  made  on  him  to  restore  property  oi  the  bank- 
rupt or  debtor  improperiy  in  iiis  pos8e88i<Hi.~A 
notice  of  motion  was  served  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
on  the  Respondent  No  order  anthorinng  the 
service  had  been  obtained  from  the  Oburt.  The 
Respondent  appeared  on  the  hearing  of  Iht 
motion,  and  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  On  his  objection  being  OTermled,  be  asked 
for  and  obtained  an  adjournment  to  enable  liim  to 
answer  the  case  on  its  merits :— JJeW,  that  there 
had  been  a  mere  irregularity  in  the  service,  and 
that  it  had  been  waived.  Aa  parte  Bobekt905. 
la  re  Mobton  -  -  .  .  .     733 

2.  Composition^JSnforcing  Provinoiu— 

Surety— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  <t  33  Hcf. 
c.  71).  a.  126,]  The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  no 
jurifidiction  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  composi- 
tion by  a  surety  who  has  covenanted  with  a 
trustee  on  behalf  of  the  creditors  for  its  payment. 
—If  the  surety  fails  to  pay,  it  is  the  dntv  of  the 
trustee  to  sue  him  at  law  on  his  covenant ;  and 
if  the  trustee  neglects  this  duty,  the  Coint  oi 
Bankruptcy  has  power  to  compel  him  to  perfonn 
it.    Ex  parte  Mibabita.    In  re  Dale.       -     778 

BENEFICE— Presentation  to— Will  -     an 

'     See  Adtowsok. 

BENEFIT     OF     8UBVIV0B8EIP— *«  Surrivors  " 
when  read** others"         -  -     57^ 

See  StBvn'OBSHip. 
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BIIL   07    SALE—Benewals  of— Act  of  bank- 
ruptoy  -  -  -         -     786 

See  AssiQNMEirr  of  all  Debtor's  Pbo- 

FEBTY. 

BOABD  07  HEALTH— Nuisance  by  -     127 

See  NuisANCB  bt  Public  Body. 

BOABB  07  TBASiE— Application  for  proTisional 
orders — Crosts  -  -  -       17 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    1. 

BOBRDWIHO  P0WZB8—  Company  —  Power  to 
raiee  M(mey  hu  %99ue  of  Z^efrdn^rei — JMtie  aX  Dis- 
eintnt.']  Bv  me  articles  of  association  of  a  com- 
pany the  cnrectors  were  empowered  (Art.  28)  to 
borrow  money,  and  (Art.  29)  to  secore  the  repay- 
ment of  or  raise  any  money  authorized  to  be 
borrowed  by  them  by  the  issue,  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  of  debentures,  promissory  notes,  or  bills 
of  exchange,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  they 
might  deem  expedient;  and  also  (Art  66)  to 
exercise  and  do  all  such  powers,  directions,  acts, 
deeds,  and  things  as  the  company  might  exercise 
and  do: — Hddf  tliat  both  under  the  special 
power  conferred  by  Art  29  and  the  general 
powers  conferred  by  Art  66  the  directors  had 
power  to  issue  debentures  at  a  discount  In  re 
Anolo-Danubian  Stbajc  Natigation  and  Col- 
liebt  ooupant         ....     389 

BOX  nr  THSAXBS— JCeosa  of  Theaire— Under- 
lease of  Statu— Veer  of  Theatre  for  other  than 
Theatrical  Furvoeea'—DwogaUon  from  Grant,'] 
The  lease  of  a  theatre  contained  a  covenant  on  the 
ipart  of  the  lessee  not  to  convert  tUe  theatre,  or 
imy  part  thereof,  to  any  other  use  than  for  acting 
•or  performing  of  operas,  plays,  concerts,  balls, 
masquerades,  assemblies)  and  such  theatrical  and 
other  purposes  as  had  been  usually  given  Uierein. 
The  lessee,  for  valuable  consideration,  sub-de- 
mised certain  boxes  and  pit  stalls,  together  with 
tree  and  uninterrupted  aimussion  into,  and  egress 
and  regress  to  and  from,  and  the  full  use  and 
^enjoyment  of  such  boxes  and  stalls  during  all  such 
sights  as  the  theatre  should  be  open  for  the 
zeception*of  audience  or  company  tu  any  public 
performance  or  exhibition  of  any  opera  or  avy 
entertainment  whatsoever  of  or  upon  tiie  stage, 
except  balls  or  masquerades,  to  the  Plaintiff  for  a 
term  of  years,  reserving  full  right  of  access  to  the 
boxes  and  stalls  for  the  purposes  of  repair.  The 
underlease  contained  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment of  the  demised  premises ;  but  no  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  grantor  of  the  underlease  to 
observe  or  perform  the  covenants  of  the  original 
lease.  Afterwards  the  lessee  of  the  theatre 
agreed  to  let  it  for  a  lenn  of  three  months  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  religious  meetinss.  In  order 
that  the  theatre  might  be  converted  into  a  con- 
venient place  for  holding  such  meetings,  the 
•  livisions  between  the  boxes  were  removed,  and 
the  pit  (including  the  site  of  the  Plaintiff's  stalls) 
was  boarded  over ;  but  these  alterations  were  not 
permanent  and  the  parties  disclaimed  any  inten- 
tion of  using  the  theatre  for  religious  services 
i)eyond  the  three  months : — Held^  that  without 
tiio  Plaintiff's  consent  the  theatre  could  not  be  con- 
verted to  other  than  theatrical  purposes,  nor  oonld 
ilie  original  lessee,  or  any  person  claiming  under 
iiim,  enter  on  the  Plaintttfs  boxes  or  BtalTs :  but 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  proper  remedy 


BOX  IH  THSATSE — eon^tnu^d. 

was  in  damages,  and  not  by  way  of  injunction. 
Leader  v.  Moody      -         -         -         -     115 

BBEACH  07  TBU8T — Separate  estate— Manried 
woman         -  -  -  -     381 

See  SsPABATB  Estate  of  Wife. 

BB0THEB8  AHB  SI8TEB8— Brother  en  venire  sa 
mhre  -----  647 
See  Gift  on  attaininq  Twenty-one. 

BTJILDINO — Oovenant  to  build  house        «-     210 

See  YOLUNTABY  SbTIXiBXENT. 

—  Erection  by  tenant  -  -  -  589 
iS^  Waste.    2. 

BTS-LAW8  07  XAKOB        -  -  -     408 

See  Compensation  undeb  Lands  Clauses 
Act. 

CAIJUS — ^Interest  on — Calls  made  by  liquidator 

See  LiQuiDATOiu  [860 

CAPITAI  AHD  IKCOm — ^Legacy  not  paid  for 
several  years—Tenant  for  life  and  re- 
mainderman -  -  -  456 
See  Appobtionsient. 

ChSa^-^AUwater  v.  MivoaUr  (18  Beav.  330)  dis- 
tinguished .-  -  -  -  186 
See  Bbstuaint  on  Alienation. 

Baker  v.  Parwn  (42  L.  J.  (Oh.)  228)  dis- 
sented from  -  -»  -  -  166 
See  Devise  of  Legal  Estate. 

BieV%  EitaUy  In  re  (Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  577) 

distinguished  -  -  .     471 

See  Costs  in  ADMiNierrRATioN  Suit. 

Biihop  of  London,  Ex  parte  (2  D.  E.  ie  J. 

14)c(»sidered         .  -         -     868 

See  Costs  umdbb  Ijands  Clauses  Act.  2. 

Cohen,  Ex  parte  (Law  Bep.  20  £q.)  followed 

[786 
See  Assignment  of  all  Dbbiob's  Pbo- 

PEBTY. 

Edwards  v.  Edwards  (15  Beav.  357)  over- 
ruled  9S0 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Contin- 

GENOY.      1. 

Forbes  v.  Peacock  (1  Ph.  717)  followed    848 

See  Charge  of  Debts. 

Sarper,  Ex  parte  (Law  Bep.  18  Eq.  589)  ex* 

plained         ^-  -  -  -       89 

;S^  BuBiossioN  TO  Abbitbation. 

Heath  v.  Crealock  (Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  22) 

followed       .         -         •         -     288 
See   PuBCHABE    fob   Value    without 
Notice. 

Houston  V.  Hughes  (6  B.  &  C.  403)  con- 
sidered -  .  -  -  166 
See  Devise  of  Lsqal  Estate. 

Ingram  ▼.  Soutten  (Law  Bep.  7  H.  L.  408) 

followed       -         .         -  -     820 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Contin- 
gency.   1. 

Land  Credit  Company  of  Ireland  v.  Lord 

Fermoy  (Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  763)  distin- 
guislied       -  -         -  - 

Gee  DiBscroB's  Liability. 
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CASES — eontinvted, 

Planning  v.  FarquharBon  (30  L.  J.  (Q3.) 

22)  not  followed    -  -         -  1 

i^ee  Prohibition.    1. 

Xeicbold  and  Metropolitan  Bailway  Com- 
pany, In  re  (14  0.  B.  (Ki3.)  405)  ex- 
plained -  -  -  -  89 
See  Submission  to  Abbttratioh. 

O'Mahany  v.  BurdeU  (Law.  Rep.  7  H.  L.  408) 

followed       -  -  .  -     820 

See  Death   cotrFLSD  with  a  Contin* 

GBROT.     1. 

Parrott  t.  WarsftOd  (1  Jac.  &  W.  594)  ob- 
served upon  -  .  -  -  -  304 
See  Leoaot,  Specific  ob  Gen'eral. 

—  Bamtden  y.  Lupton  (LaT^  Rep.  9  Q.  B.  17) 

explained     -  -  -  -     786 

See  AssiOMUENT  of  all  Debtob's  Fbo- 

PEBTT. 

—  Shodea  v.  Airdale  Drainage  Commisiioners 

(Law  Rep.  9  C.  P.  508)  explained       89 
See  SrBMissiox  to  Abbitration. 

Sharp's  Patent,  In  re  (3  Bear.  24$),  con- 
sidered -  -  .  .  346 
See  Takino  off  tbe  File. 

Stephens,  Ezparte  (11  Ves.  24)  explained  516 

See  Set-off  in  Equity.    2. 

Till,  Ex  parte  (Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  97)  explained 

See  Receiveb.    1.  [283 

—  United  States  of  America  v.  Wagner  (Law 

Rep.  2  Ch.  582),  followed  -  -     140 

See  Fobeion  Stats. 

Vviliamy  v.  Noble  (3  Mer.  593)  explained 

See  Set-off  in  Eqihtt.    2.  [615 

Worthington  ▼.  Jefferies  (Law  Rep.  10  0.  P. 

379)  not  followed    -  -  -     662 

See  Prohibition.    2. 

WyUys  Trusts,  In  re  (28  Beav.  458),  ex- 
plained -  -  -  -  661 
See  Tbustees  Relief  Act. 

CASE  tJlTDEB  COHTBOL  07  COUBT       -     46$ 

See  Intbstment  of  Monet  in  Goubt. 

CERTIFICATE— Shipbuilder— Deposit  of  746 
See  Fraudulent  Pbeference.    2. 

CEABOE  OF  DEBTS— TFtU-i^eaZ  Estate  if  Per- 
sonalty insufficient — Sale — Notice  of  Payment  of 
Debts — Vendor  and  Purchaser.']  A  testator  by 
his  will,  dated  in  1856,  gaye  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  upon  trust  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  his  personal  estate,  or  if  and  so  far  as  the 
same  should  be  insufficient  then  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  his  real  estate,  to  pay  his  debts ;  and  as 
to  a  certain  house  belonging  to  him,  to  permit  his 
widow  to  occupy  it  during  widowhood,  and  on  her 
second  marriage  or  death  to  sell  the  same. — ^The 
usual  decree  for  admiuistration  was  made  by  the 
Court,  and  the  Chief  Clerk  found  that  all  the 
debts  bed  been  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate. 
By  an  order  subsequently  made  on  farther  con- 
sideration of  the  cause,  it  was  ordered  (with  the 
consent  of  the  widow,  who  was  still  living),  that 
the  said  house  should  be  sold ;  and  a  contract  for 
sale  was  entered  into.  The  purchaser  having 
objected  that  a  good  title  could  not  be  made : — 
Seldf  that  the  trustee  had  no  power  of  sale,  and 


OHABOE  OF  DEBTS — continued. 

that  the  objection  was  valid. — Fofbee  t.  Peofooek 
(1  Ph.  717)  explained.  Cabltonv.  Tbtscoit  MS 

OEABGIKG  OBDEBr-1  &  2  Vid,  e.  110,  m.  14, 
15— In/an<«'  BeUef  Act,  1874  (37  <fr  38  VieL  cl  6S> 
— Void  DebtJ]  A  charging  order  under  the  Act 
1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110,  ss.  14, 15,  has  no  greftier  effect 
than  an  instrument  of  charge  executed  by  the 
judgment  debtor  would  have  nad. — AccordiDgly, 
where  D.,  after  the  passing  of  the  Infants*  Belief 
Act,  1874,  obtained  judgment  by  demult  against 
0.  for  a  debt  which  was  in  fiact  for  money  lent 
by  him  to  O.  during  O's  infancy,  aod  D.  sabee- 
quentlv  obtained  a  charging  order  upon  aftmd  in 
Court  belonging  to  0, : — Held,  that  ioMmiich  as 
the  debt  on  whioh  the  judgment  and  charging 
order  ,were  founded  was  voic^  the  charging  order 
was  inoperative.   In  re  Onslow's  Tbubts  -     677 

CEAIBMAH  OF  MEETIVG— Authority  of 
See  Surr  bt  Shabeholdsb.     1. 

CHABTTT— "Parishioner" - 

See  Elbotion  to  Chbist'b  Hobpttai^ 


Trust  for  perish 

See  Tbcst  fob  Pabish. 


-      4SS 

CHILD  EK  YEHTBB  SA  XEBS— Gift  to  bro- 
thers and  sisters  -  -  .  647 
See  Gift  on  ATTAiNnro  Twebtt-one. 

CHITiDBKH— Advancement  by  portions     -     155 
I  See  Advanobment.    1. 

OOLLATEBAL  ASftJaXXST—Ltght  and  Air- 
Lessor  and  Lessee."]  An  agreement  to  gxmt  J.  a 
lease,  in  a  form  set  out  in  a  schedule,  of  property 
in  the  City  as  soon  as  the  house  then  in  ooorie 
of  erection  by  A,  on  the  property  should  be  com- 
pleted, contained  a  proviso  that  nothing  therein 
contained  should  give  A,  a  right  to  any  pave- 
ment which  did  not  belong  to  the  premises 
agreed  to  be  demised  as  they  then  existed,  ZKir 
any  right  of  light  and  air  derived  from  over  tbe 
houses  opposite  (which  belonged  to  the  IcssoniX 
The  lease  subsequently  granted  was  of  the  land 
together  with  the  house  erected  therecMi,  and  aU 
lights,  easements,  and  appurtenances  thereto  b^ 
longing,  in  accordance  with  the  scheduled  fonn  :— 
Held,  that  the  grant  by  the  lease  of  lights  and 
easements  was  controlled  by  the  antecedent 
agreement,  which  was  to  be  read  as  part  of  the 
lease ;  and  that  A,  was  not  entitled  to  restrain 
the  lessees  of  the  opposite  houses  &om  buildios: 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  his 
premises  from  over  such  houses.  Salaman  r. 
Gloveb  -         -         -         -  .     4M 

CHOSE   IH  ACnOH— Hs(rried  womaifr~Protcc> 

tion  order     -         -  -  -     179 

See  WiFi^s  Chose  in  Action.    1. 

CHBISrS  EOSFITAL'Election  to— Bona  fide 
parishioner  -  -  .  .     OOS 

See  Election  to  Chbisf's  Hospital. 

CLASS — Brothers  and  sisters,  forming  one  class 

[647 
See  Gift  on  attainino  Twentt-one. 

COAL  IQHE— License  by  tenant  in  ftftgnmnn  to 
get  coal  -  -  -  -     S4 

See  Waste.    1. 

CO-DEFENDAKTS— Costs  of  -  -     469 

See  Costs  of  Co-Defendants. 
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CCmOV  LAVSS— GompeDBation  to  copyholders 
— Lands  GlaoBes  Act         -  -     408 

Bes  Compensation  ukdeb  Laiom  Clauses 
Act. 

COMXUTATIOV  XONBT— Half-pay  of  naval  offi- 
cer    -         -  -  -  -     634 

See  Covenant  to  settle. 

COKPAHT— Agent— Contract  for— Sale    -     412 
See  CoNTBAOT  BY  Agent. 

Agreement    with     promoter  —  Indemnity 

against  costs  ...     620 

See  AoiiEEHENT  to  indemnify. 

Borrowing  powers         -  -  -     339 

See  BoRBOwiNG  Powers. 

Director— Profit  by — ^Paid-np  shares       680 

See  Fiduciary  Relation. 


-     606 


Director — Qnalification 

See  Dibbotob's  Qualification. 

Distribution  of  surplus  assctd  -  -       69 

See  DisTBiBCTiON  of  Surplus  Assets. 

Inability  to  pay  debts  -  -  -     337 

See  Winding-up  Petition.    2. 

Interference  with  internal  mann>^ement   869 

See  Interference  with  BIanaoement 
OF  Company. 

Leave  to  proceed  after  winding-np  162 

See  Leave  to  proceed  afteb  Winding- 
up. 

Misrepresentation  in  prospectus         -     114 

See  MlBRErRESENTATION  IN  PROSPECTUS. 

Paid-up  shares — Contract  for  -  -     624 

See  Contract  for  paid*cp  Bhabes. 

Shareholders*  rights  inier  m    -  -     686 

See    Adjustment     of   Shareholders' 
Bights. 

Suit  by  individual  shareholders        888,  474 

See  Suit  by  Shareuoij)er.    1,  2. 

Survivorship  of  liability — Shares  in  joint 

names  -  -  -  -     685 

See  Joint  and  Several  Liability.    2. 

Winding-up  petition      -  -       268,337 

iSesWiNDiNG-cp  Petition.    1,2. 

COKPEKS ATIOH  UHDXR  LAHSB  CLAUSSS  ACT— 
Common  Lands — DUtrHbution — Stint — By-latos — 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidaiion  Act,  1845,  s.  104.] 
The  copyhold  tenants  of  a  manor  were  entitled  to 
common  of  pasture  upon  certain  wastes  and  lam- 
mas  lands  subject  to  by-laws  made  by  the  homoge, 
and  such  rights  were  preserved  after  enfranchise- 
ment. The  last  by-laws,  made  in  1835,  provided 
that  every  copyholder  and  freeholder  should  be 
entitled  to  turn  on  one  head  of  cattle  for  eyery  £10 
of  annual  value  of  his  lands  and  tenements,  pro- 
vided that  the  whole  number  should  not  exceed 
thirty ;  and  that  every  occupier  of  any  copyhold 
or  freehold  lands  should  be  entitled  to  turn  on  a 
certain  number  of  cattle  according  to  the  rental  or 
annual  value  of  his  lands  and  tenements.  Por- 
tions of  the  common  lands  were  taken  oompul- 
sorilyi  and  compenEation  for  tlie  rights  of  common 
was  paid  to  a  committee  of  the  copyholders : — 
Heldy  that  rach  compensation  was  divisible  among 
the  copyhold  tenants  of  the  manor  and  the  free- 
holders within  the  manor  according  to  the  stint 
fixed  by  the  first  clause  of  the  by-laws.  Fox  v. 
Amhurbt         .....     403 


OOIEFEHBATIOK  TTHBXR  XAILWAT  CLEAXXXa 
HOUSE  ACT— Lands  Clauses  Aei^  1845,  s.  68— 
Ancient  Lt'ghts— Railway  Clearing  House  Ezten* 
sion  Act  (37  Vict.  c.  xwi,)^ Compulsory  Powers — 
Injunction.']  By  the  Railuiay  Clearing  House  Ex- 
tension Act  (.S7  Vict.  c.  xvi.X  which  incorporated 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845,  the  Railway  Clear- 
ing Committee  were  empowered  to  take  certain 
lands,  and  to  erect  thereon  any  buildings  and 
works  for  the  purpose  of  the  clearing  system.  The 
Plaintiffs,  tho  owners  of  a  neighbouring  house, 
filed  a  bill  to  restrain  tho  erection  of  a  building  on 
land  acquired  under  the  Act,  on  the  ground  that 
it  interfered  with  their  ancient  lights — i/eZd,  that 
the  Clearing  Committee  could  not  be  restrained  by 
injunction,  and  that  the  Plaintiff's  remedy  was 
under  sect  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845. 
Duke  of  Bedford  v.  Dawson         -         -     363 

COKPOSITIOK  WITH  CB£DITOB&-Payment  by 
surety  -         -  -         -     772 

See  BANKBrPTCY  JumsDicrioN. 

Besolution  fox^Small  amount  of  assets  742 

See  Resolution  fob  Con  position. 

COKPULSOBT  P0W£B8— Interference  with  an* 

cient  lights — Railway  Clearing  House 

Act    -  *  -  -  -     36a 

See    Compensation    under    Bailwat 

Clearing  House  Aot. 

•OONBinOK— Not  to  sell  out  of  the  family  18a 
See  Restraint  on  Alienation. 

CONBinOHB  OF  BAJJtSpeciflo  Performanee — 
Misleading  and  erroneous  Conditions.]  Upon  the 
sale  of  an  estate  one  of  the  conditions  was  that 
the  title  to  the  beneficial  ownership  should  com- 
mence with  the  will  of  A.  C,  and  the  purchaser 
must  assume  that  A.  C.  was  at  his  death  benefi- 
cially entitled  to  the  property  in  fee  simple  free 
from  incumbrances.  A,  C.  had  contracted  before 
his  death  for  tho  purchase-  of  the  property,  but  it 
was  not  till  many  years  after  his  death  that  the 
title  was  made  out,  the  property  conveyed,  and 
the  purchase-money  paid : — Held^  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  not  bound  oy  the  condition  of  sale,  and 
the  vendor  declining  an  open  reference  as  to  title, 
his  bill  for  speciflo  performance  was  dismissed 
with  costs.    Harnett  p.  Baker     -         -       60 

OOVSSNT— Arbitration        -  -  -       39 

See  Submission  to  Arbitration. 

COKSEDERATION— Voluntary  settlement  -  210 
See  Voluntary  Settlement. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  PBOGSSDINOS  —  Bank- 
ruptcy -  -  -  -  768 
See  Joint  and  Sbvebal  Adjudioations. 

OONTXXPT  07  GOUBT  —  Committai— Notice  of 
Application  —  Computation  of  Time — Sunday — 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  (t  83  Vict.  e.  71),  s.  114 
—Bankruptcy  Rules^  1870,  rr.  178,  179.]  Three 
cU  ar  days  notice  must  be  given  of  an  application 
to  commit  a  person  for  contempt  of  Court,  and  if 
the  last  of  the  three  days  happens  to  be  a  Sunday 
it  is  not  to  be  counted  in  the  computation  of  the 
three  days.  Ex  parte  Fkbmiqk,  In  re  Ferrioe  289 

—  Disturbance  of  receiver's  possession  -     888 

See  Bbceiver.    1. 
CONT&ACT— Agent    -  -  -  -     419 

See  Contract  bt  Agent. 
Paid-up  shares  -  -  -  -     624 

See  Contract  for  paid-ttp  Shares. 
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GOHTRACT — continued, 

Promoter  of  company    -  -      t  -     114 

See  M18BBPBESBNTATION  IS  PROSPECTCS. 

Substitution  of — ^Impossibility  -     100 

See  Substituted  Contbact. 


To  purchase  mine 
See  BscnvEB. 


-     873 


3. 


OOVTBACT  BT  AQiSWl— Contract  for  Sale—Spe- 
eifio  Performance  ^Company—Seoretary — Autho- 
rized Agent — StcUute  of  Fraude — AuetioneerJ]    An 
agreement  to  sell  property  to  the  Plaintiff  ^aa 
signed  for  a  company  by  the  secretary,  who  was 
alleged  to  be  their  authorized  agent.    The  agree- 
ment was  made  subject  to  conditions  of  sale,  and 
it  was  alleged  that  the  vendors  therein  described 
referred  to  the  company.    The  conveyanoe  was 
prepared  for  execution  when  the  company  was 
ordered  to  be  wound  up,  and  the  liauidator  repn-  , 
diated  the  contract  on  the  ground  tnat  the  secre- 
tary was  not  on  authorized  agent  for  the  purpose  ' 
6[  sale : — Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  allegations  j 
in  the  bill  were  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  secre- 
tary was  the  antliorizcd  agent  for  the  purpose  of  | 
executing  the  contract,  both  within  the  Statute  of  ' 
Frauds  and  the  Compantet  Act,  1867. — Senible,  ! 
that  a  contract  signed  by  an  auctioneer  on  behalf  I 
of  an  undisclosed  proprietor  is  a  valid  contract 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,    Beeb  v.  London 
AND  Pabis  Hotel  Gompant         -         -        418 

OOVmACT  VOB  FAID-XrP  SSAXBB --Winding- 
up— ContritnUory — Allottee  of  paid-up  Shares — 
Contract  in  Writing  by  Articles  of  Association — 
Companies  Act,  1867  (30  d;  31  Vict.  c.  131),  s.  25.] 
The  articles  of  association  of  a  limited  company 
provided  that  the  directors  should  offer  for  sub- 
flcription  certain  debenture  bonds,  and  tliat  with 
each  bond  they  should  allot,  by  way  of  bonus  to 
the  lenders,  folly  prid-up  shares  of  equal  value  to 
the  amount  of  such  bond.  F,,  who  was  already  a 
member  of  the  company,  subscribed  for  some  of 
the  bonds,  and  bonus  shares  of  equal  nominal 
value  were  allotted  to  him  and  registered  in  his 
name  as  paid-up  shores.  The  company  was  after- 
wards (^ered  to  be  wound  up  i—Held,  that  the 
articles  of  association  did  not  constitute  a  contract 
in  writing  within  sect.  25  of  the  Companies  Act, 
1867 ;  that  the  requirements  of  that  section  had 
not  been  complied  with,  and  that  F,  was  liable  as 
a  contributory  in  respect  of  his  bonus  shares.  In 
re  Malaga  Lead  Company.    Fibmstone'b  Case 

[6S4 

ODNTBjlbutiON— Directors  of  company  225 

See  Dibeotob's  Liabilitt. 

GOimiBlTTOBY  —  Agreement  with  promoter — 
Indemnity  against  costs    -  -     820 

See  Agbeement  to  indemnift. 

Director — Profit  by — Paid-up  shares  -     680 

See  FiDrciABT  Helation. 

—  Director — Qualification  -         -     606 

See  Dibectob's  Qcaldioation. 

Paid-up  shares — Gontmct  for  -  -     624 

See  Contbact  fob  paid-uf  Sbabes. 

—  Shareholders'  rights  inter  m     -  -     585 

See     Adjustment    op    Shabeholdebs' 
Bights. 

—  Survivorship  of  liability — Shares  in  joint 

names  ....     585 

See  Joint  and  Sxvbbal  Liabilitt. 


-      i 


COFTHOLDS — Common     lands — GcHnpenaation 

under  Lands  Glauses  Act  -  -     40S 

See  Compensation  undeb  Lands  CLArsES 

Act. 

Freeholds — ^Mixed  devise — ^Legal  estate   166 

See  Devise  or  Lbqal  E^atb. 

OOBPOSATIOK— Foreign  state  — Made  Defen- 
dants- .  .  .  .  ito 
See  FoKEXGN  State. 

COXFUB  OB  IKCOMS— Annuity      >  -      969 

See  Anncity  chaboed  on  CoBri:& 

COSTS— Abandoned  railway  ...  197 
See  Abandonmxnt  or  Bailwat. 

—  Administration  suit       ...      471 

See  Cons  at  ADviNifTBATioN  Suit. 

—  Between  co-Defendants  -  -      459 

See  Costs  op  Co-Dependants. 

Chancery  or  Parliamentary  scale       -        17 

See  Taxation  op  Cosfro.    1. 

Lands  Clauses  Act        -     48,  369,  470,  605 

See  Costs  i7NDXB  Lands  Clauses  Act. 
1--4. 

Liquidation  by  arrangement    - 

See  Costs  in  Liquidation. 

Patent  suit         ... 

See  Taxation  op  Costs.    4. 

Skilled  witness  .  -  - 

See  Taxation  op  Costs.    5. 

—  Summons  under  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act 

See  Wipe's  Chose  in  Action.  1.       [179 

Taxation  of        -         17,  449,  452»  639,  650 

See  Taxation  op  Costs.    1 — 5. 

Trustee  Belief  Act        -  ~  -     561 

See  Tbustbb  Keliep  Act. 

OO^Tfl  nr  ADIOHIBISATZOK  BUTT— Wm— Con- 
struction— Testamentary  Fxpenses."]  A  direction 
in  a  will  to  pay  testamentaij  expenses  and  debts 
includes  the  costs  of  an  administration  suit. — In  re 
JBieVs  Estate  (Law  Bep.  16  £q.  577)  distinguished. 
Habloe  V,  Hablob     ....     471 

GOBTS  IK  Ui^JJWAIlOJSl'-Liquidaliots^Inwf- 
ficient  Estate— Costs— Priority  of  Payment— Re- 
ceiver—Debtor*  s  Solicitor.']  The  odsls  of  the  receiver 
under  a  liquidation  petition  OQght  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  estate  in  priority  to  the  costs  of  the  debtor's 
solicitor. — The  first  charge  on  the  assets  is  for  the 
costs  of  realizing  them. — A  trustee  in  a  liquidation 
who  had  paid  the  costs  of  the  debtor  s  solicitor  oat 
of  the  assets,  which  were  insufficient  to  pay  both 
those  costs  and  the  costs  of  the  receirer,  was  ordered 
to  pay  the  receiver's  costs  personally.  Ex  parte 
BoTLE.    Jnf0  Johnson        ...     ygo 

006TB  OF  CO-DEFERDAHTS — Equities  between 
Co-Defendants.]  A  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  having  been  made  against  two 
Defendants  in  a  suit  which  had  been  rendered 
necessary  chiefly  by  the  misconduct  of  one  of  them, 
viz.,  T, : — Hdd,  that  as  between  the  two  Defen- 
dants the  costs  ordered  to  be  paid  by  both  of  them 
to  the  Plaintiff' ought  to  be  borne  by  the  Defendant 
T.,  and  that  the  other  Defendant  should  have 
liberty  to  apply  iu  Chambers  as  to  the  payment 
to  him  by  T.  of  such  costs.     Wilson  v.  TnoMaos 

[459 
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COSTS  TTHBEB  LAVDS  CLAUSES  ACT— Payment 
out  of  Court—Mortgageei — Tender  of  40«.  for  CoHs 
— Affidavit  of  Service.'^  The  rule  that  where  in- 
cumorancora  are  parties  to  a  petition  for  the  re- 
inyestment  in  lana  of  money  paid  into  Gonrt  under 
the  Lands  Clanaee  Act,  40«.  costs  ought  to  be  ten- 
dered to  such  parties  at  the  time  of  service  of  the 
petition  in  order  to  discourage  unnecessary  appear- 
ances, applies  to  the  case  of  payment  out  of  Court 
of  such  moneys  to  persons  entitled  subject  to 
incumbrances;  but  the  Petitioners  will  be  entitled 
to  add  to  their  costs  of  the  petition,  in  addition  to 
the  40a.,  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  costs  of  an 
nffidavit  of  service.  In  re  Halstead  United 
Chabities        -----       48 

2.  —  Practice  —  Lands  Clauses  Act  —  Rein- 
tfestment  —  Costs — Apportionment  between  several 
Parties.']  The  rule  tnat  the  costs  of  a  reinvest- 
ment in  land  of  funds  paid  into  Court  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  by  different  bodies  as  the  com- 
pensation money  for  land  taken  are  to  be  borne 
equally  by  tlie  different  bodies  does  not  apply 
where  there  is  great  inequality  in  the  amounts  of 
the  different  funds,  but  the  costs  will  in  that  case 
be  apportioned  rateably  between  the  different 
bodies. — Ez  parte  Bishop  of  London  (2  D.  F.  &  J. 
14)  considered.  Ex  parte  Goyebnohs  of  St. 
Babthoix)2iew'8  Hospital     -         .         .     869 


8. 


Practiee — Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845— 


Interim  Investment  —  Tenant  for  Life  —  Ineum- 
hrancers  —  Petition — Service  —  Costs.}  "When  a 
tenant  for  life  petitions  for  the  interim  investment 
of  purchase-mooeys  paid  in  by  a  railway  company 
nnaer  the  Lands  Clauses  Acty  and  for  the  payment 
to  him  of  the  dividends  thereon  when  invested,  it 
is  not  necessary  for  him  to  serve  persons  having 
dmrgee  on  the  inheritance  prior  to  the  life  estate, 
And  the  costs  of  such  parties,  if  served,  will  not  be 
allowed  as  against  the  company.  In  re  Mobbis' 
Settled  Estates       -         -         s.         -     470 

4.  Lands  Clauses  Act,  s.  SO — Reinvestment 

in  Land — Restricted  Contract — Purduuer's  CostsJ] 
When  money  paid  into  Court  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  is  sought  to  be  reinvested  in  land  upon 
a  contract  which  throws  upon  the  purchaser  costs 
of  the  purchase  which  in  an  open  contract  would 
be  borne  by  the  vendor,  the  costs  directed  to  be 
paid  by  tlie  company  will  be  limited  to  those  which 
in  an  open  contract  would  be  purchaser's  costs. 
Ex  parte  Govermobs  of  Christ's  Hospital    005 

OOTTHSXL— Three  counsel     -  -        469,850 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    3 — 5. 

COYEFAKT— Debt  and  further  advances— Peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt  -  -  789 
See  PFnTioN  FOB  Adjudication.    2. 

To  build  house — Voluntary  settlement    910 

See  Yoluntabt  Settlement. 

COVSKAHT  TO  SlTUX^Marriage  Settlement — 
After-acquired  Property — Say-pay  of  Naval  Officer 
— Commutation  Money  under  Pensions  Commuta' 
turn  Act,  1871  (34  <t  35  Vict,  0.  86).l  D.,  by  his 
marriage  settlement^  agreed  that  if  ne  then  was, 
or  should  during  the  intended  coverture,  at  one 
time  and  from  one  source,  become  entitled  to  any 
real  or  pergonal  properly  of  the  value  of  £100  or 
upwards  for  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever,  he 
and  all  necessary  parties  should  execute  and  do 
such  assurances  and  things  as  should  be  necessaiy 


OOVSirAlfT  TO  SXmX — continued, 

for  vesting  the  same  in  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment.— D.  was  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  in 
receipt  of  half-pay  (as  lieutenant  in  the  navy), 
whicn  he  subsequently  commuted,  under  34  &  35 
yict.o.  36,  for  £2175:~J7e{d;  that  the  commuta- 
tion money  was  not  bound  by  the  agreement  in 
the  settlement.    Chcbcbill  v.  I^bnht       -     684 

CSEDITOB  EOLDnrO  SEGUBITT  —  Voting  — 
Proof  ^Dividend --Valuation  of  SecuHty— Right 
of  Trustee  to  Surplus  —  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869 
(32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71),  ss.  16,  ^0— Bankruptcy 
Rides,  1870,  rr,  99, 100, 101,  186,  272.]  A  secured 
creditor  who,  after  the  first  meeting  under 
a  liquidation,  proves  for  the  balance  of  his  debt 
less  the  assessed  value  of  his  security,  is  bound 
to  pay  over  to  the  trustee  any  excess  realized 
from  the  securitv  beyond  the  assessed  value :  and 
this  although  the  trustee  does  not  object  to  the 
assessment  or  offer  to  redeem.  Ex  parte  Kino. 
In  re  Palbthobfb     -         -         -  -     978 

Joint  and  separate  estate        -         -     767 

See  Joint  and  Sepabate  Estates. 

CBOSS  BILL— Foreign  state — Discovery  -     140 

See  FoBEiGN  State. 

BAXAAES — Contract  become  impossible  -     100 
See  SuBsimTTED  Contbagt. 

DEATH— Arbitiatar  -  -  -  -     100 

See  SCBSTITUTKD  CONTBAOr. 

Leaving  children— Settlement  -     711 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Contin- 
aBNcr.    2. 

Presumption  of  -         -         -         -     186 

/See  Pbesumption  of  Death. 

Without  issue    -  ...     290 

See  Death   coupled  witk  a  Contih- 

GENCT.     I. 

DEATH  COUPLED  WITH  A  COHTIirOEKCT— 

WiU—Construetion^Tenant  for  Life--*' Die  wUh- 
out  issue'* — ^^ Die  leaving  issue,"]  Testatrix 
being  possessed  of  separate  property,  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  her  husband  all  her  real  and  per- 
sonal property  for  her  life,  and  after  his  death 
'*  to  be  divided  amongst "  her  five  children,  share 
and  share  alike ;  **  and  if  any  of  my  children 
should  die  witliout  issue,  then  that  child  or  chil- 
dren's share  shall  be  divided,  share  and  share 
alike,  among  the  children  then  living ;  but  if  any 
of  my  children  should  die  leaving  issue,  then 
that  child,  if  only  one,  should  take  its  parent's 
share;  if  more  than  one,  to  be  divided  equally 
amongst  them." — Testatrix  left  five  children,  all 
of  whom  survived  the  tenant  for  life.  One  died, 
leaving  children: — Held,  that  her  share  w^nt 
over  to  her  children. — Afterwards  another  died, 
without  issue : — Held,  that  his  share  went  to  the 
three  surviving  children. — ^The  fourth  rule  in 
Edwards  v.  Edwards  (15  Beav.  857),  that  a  gift 
over  in  tlie  event  of  death  without  issue  takes 
effect  only  upon  such  a  death  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  has  been  abrogated  by 
O'MaJioney  v.  Burdeti  (Law  Bep.  7  II.  L.  388)  and 
Ingram  v.  Soutten  (Law  Bep.  7  H.  L.  408).  Chj- 
vant  r.  Wbiohx        -         -         -         -         " 


8. SetHement— Death  of  Tenant  for  Life 

''leaving  a  Child  or  Children ''—Trust  for  '*  the 
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DEATH  COTTFUD   WITH  A  OOHTIHQEVCfT— 

ootttinued. 

Child  or  Chtldren  "—Veaih  of  ChOd  after  Tteenty- 
one  in  lifetime  of  Tenant  for  Life — Vested  Interest.'] 
By  a  settlement  trustees  were  directed  to  hold 
tnist  funds  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  E,  H. 
for  life,  and  after  her  death,  **  leaying  a  child  or 
children "  to  transfer,  pay,  and  malce  over  the 
fund  unto  '*  all  and  every  the  child  or  children 
of  the  said  E.  IT.,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  the 
said  children  as  might  be  then  dead  "  (such  issue 
to  take  the  parent's  share),  equally  between  them 
if  more  than  one,  the  shares  of  sons  to  be  trans- 
ferred and  paid  at  the  age  of  twentyK)ne,  and  the 
shares  of  daughters  at  that  age  or  marriage. 
Five  of  the  cluldren  of  E.  H,  survived  her,  and 
attained  twenty-one  or  married,  and  one  son  of 
hers  attained  twenty-one  and  died  without  issue 
in  her  lifetime  . — Meld,  that  although  the  trust 
only  took  effect  in  case  some  one  child  survived 
E,  H.,  the  contingenojT  upon  which  the  trust  took 
effect  was  not  to  be  imported  into  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  class  who  were  to  take  under  the  trust, 
and  that  the  son  who  attained  twenty-one  and 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life  without 
issue  took,  nevertheless,  a  vested  interest  in  the 
fund.     In  re  Oblebab's  Settlemeiit  I^stb 

[711 

DXBEHTUBSB — ^Power  to  raise  money-^Gompany 
See  BoRBOWDTG  PowsBs.  [S39 

DEBT—"  En  autre  droit "— Set-oflf  -         -       29 
See  Sbim)ff  ik  Equity.    1. 

Fraud — Set-off  between  joint  and  separate 

creditors       -  -  -  -     616 

See  Set-qit  js  Equitt.    2. 

Infant — Charging  order  -         -     677 

See  Ghaboino  Obdeb. 


DEED— Delivery — Escrow  - 
iSeeEacBOW. 


-     262 


DEFECTIVE  ASSSTTBAECE— Statute  of  Limita- 
tions— Adverse  possession  -  -  692 
See  LiKiTATiONS,  Statute  of.    1. 

DELAY — Mandatory  injunction — Ancient  liehts 
See  Light  akd  Aib.    2.  [600 

Specific  performance— Agreement  for  lease 

See  AoBEEMENT  FOB  Leabe.  [669 

DEIIVEBY— Deed— Escrow  -         -     262 

See  EscBOW. 

DEmJEBEE— Defence  not  raised  by        -     492 

See  UirOEBTAIN  Agbeement. 

DEPOSIT — Bailway  company — ^Abandonment  of 
railway-         -         -         -  197 

See  Abandonment  of  Bailwat. 

—  Shipbuilder's  certificate  -         -     746 

See  Fbaudulent  Pbefebenob.    2. 

DjEPOSIT  OF  DEEDS— Fraud  of  solicitor— Notice 

[238 

See    PuBCHASE    fob    Value    without 
Notice. 

DESEETIOE— Husband — ^Protection  order  179 
See  Wife's  Chose  in  Action.    1. 

DEVISE — ^Freeholds  and  copyholds — Legal  and 
equitable  estate  ...  106 
See  Devise  of  Legal  Estate. 


DEVISE — continued, 

Kevooation  of     - 

See  Revocation  of  Gift. 

DEVISE  OF  LEGAL  ESTATE— TTtU-lffjred  De- 
vise of  Freeholds  and  Copyholds — Legai  or  EauU- 
ahU  E^te,"]  Devise  of  freeholds  and  copyholds  to 
A.  and  B.,  to  hold  the  same  to  A.  and  B.,  Qieir 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  during  the  life  of  /.  to  receive  the  rents 
thereof  and  pay  the  same  to  J.  for  life,  or  other- 
wise to  permit  /.  to  receive  them ;  followed  bj  a 
devise,  after  J.'s  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  h^rs 
of  his  body.  The  testator  appointed  A.^  B^  axid 
J.  executors  of  his  will,  and  declared  that  the 
receipts  of  his  said  trustees  and  executors  for  any 
money  pavable  under  the  will  should  be  a  suffi- 
cient discharge  to  any  person  paying  the  same : 
— Hddy  that  J.  took  a  legal  estate  tail  in  the  free- 
holds, and  an  equitable  estate  for  life  in  the  copy- 
holds.—Softer  V.  Tarsm  (42  L.  J.  (Ch.)  228)  dis- 
sented from.— ^ToiMton  v.  Hughes  (6  B.  k  G.  403> 
commented  on.    Bakes  v.  Whttb  -         -     166 

DISBOTOB^Bill  against      -         -         -     888 
See  Suit  bt  Shasbholdbe. 

—  Liabilihrof       -         -         - 

See  DiBB0i0B*B  Liabiutt. 

— ^  Manazemenl^of  company — Calling 
— 5nterference  by  Court    - 
See  Intebfersnce  with  Mah 

OF  COMPAMT. 

Qualification      -         -  - 

See  Dibbctob's  QuAUFXCATioir. 

—  Suit  against       -         -  -  -     474 

See  Suit  bt  Shareholdeb.    1. 

DIEECTOS'S  UABIIiITT— Con/n&tffum— TTrtm^ 
doers  —  Company  —  Ultra  Vires  —  Partioeps  Cri- 
minis.']  Shares  of  a  company  were  (pursuant  to 
an  uUra  vires  resolution  of  the  board)  purchased 
and  transferred  into  the  name  of  A.,  a  director, 
in  trust  for  the  company: — Heldy  that  A,  was 
entitled  to  contribution  from  the  directors  who 
concurred  in  the  transaction,  for  calls  which  he 
had  paid. — A  local  director  present  at  a  meet> 
ing  in  London,  at  which  the  minutes  of  the  last 
meetings,  when  it  was  resolved  to  transfer  the 
shares  to  a  trustee  for  the  company,  were  resd 
and  confirmed,  though  not  present  until  after  the 
conmiencement  of  the  proceedings,  and  denying 
all  knowledge  of  the  resolution  or  transaction: — 
Held  to  have  been  affected  with  notice,  and  liable 
in  respect  of  the  transaction. — ^But  another  local 
director,  present  only  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  at 
which  the  formal  minute  of  approval  of  a  tnaaehot 
to  A,  was  confirmed: — Held  not  to  have  been 
affected  with  notice,  and  not  liable. — Land  Credit 
Company  of  Ireland  v.  Lord  Fermoy  (Law  Rep. 
5  Ch.  768)  distinguished.  AfiHHTBsr  v.  Masok. 
Abhhdbst  v.  Fowler 


DIEECTOS'S  QUAUFICATIOE  —  Company  — 
"Winding-up — Contributory.']  Where  the  holding 
of  a  certain  number  of  shares  iB  a  necessary  quafi- 
flcation  for  a  director,  the  mere  acceptance  m  the 
office  only  involves  an  agreement  to  have  the 
qualifying  shares  within  a  reasonabto  time  after 
becoming  director ;  and  if  a  person  accepting  the 
office  retracts  the  acceptance  oefore  the  reasonable 
time  for  acquiring  the  shares  has  expired,  azHi 
without  having  acted  as  director,  he  wiU  not  be 
fixed  with  the  qualification  in  the  event  of  the 


Ecj:  Vol,  XX.] 


INDEX. 


815 


XOBXOTOB'B  HVAJJFJOATLQJS—amtinfied. 

company  being  afterwards  wound  up. — K.  snb- 
scribed  the  memorandum  of  afisociation  for  ten 
ahares;  he  also  subsoribed  the  aiticles,  which 
provided  that  the  qualification  of  a  director  should 
be  the  holding  ot  fifty  shares ;  that  K,  and  two 
other  persons  named  would  be  the  first  direotois  ; 
and  that  the  office  of  a  director  should  be  yacated 
if  he  ceased  to  hold  the  prescribed  number  of 
shares.  The  company  was  advertised  to  the 
public,  and  within  three  days  after  the  publica- 
tion of  the  prospectus*  in  which  K*8  name  ap- 
peared in  the  Ust  of  directors,  K,  gave  notice  in 
writing  to  the  secretary  of  his  withdrawing  from 
the  company  on  the  ground  of  alleged  nusrepre- 
sentations  xnade  to  him  by  the  promoter  as  to  its 
character  and  objects ;  and  he  never  acted  as  a 
director,  nor  applied  for  shares,  nor  were  any 
ahares  allotted  to  him.  The  company  was  ordered 
to  be  wound  up,  and  on  an  application  by  the 
official  liquidator  to  place  K,  on  the  list  ox  con- 
tributories  for  fifty  shares,  including  the  ten 
ahares  for  which  he  signed  the  memoraudam : — 
Sddf  under  the  ciroumstaoces,  that  K.'s  name 
must  be  placed  on  the  list  for  the  ten  ahares  only. 
In  re  Pilotas  Ogitse  ConPAinr    -         -     606 

WKLAnnSSL^Bankruptcy  ulcf  (82  <fe  38  Vict.  e. 
71),  8,  23^Lea8eh6ld8'^RighU  of  Third  Pariiea 
— UTiderleage.']  The  lessee  of  a  house  agreed  to 
underlet  a  portion  of  it  at  less  rent  than  ne  paid 
and  taking  a  premium,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement  differed  in  material  respects  from  those 
of  the  lease.  The  underlessee  paid  the  premium 
and  took  possession  under  the  agreement.  The 
lessee  afterwards  became  bankrupt;  his  trustee  in 
bankruptcy  disclaimed  the  lease ;  and  the  lessor 
commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the 
underlessee. — Upon  bill  filed  by  the  underlessee 
to  restrain  the  action  of  ejectment  and  compel 
the  lessor  to  grant  him  a  lease  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  his  agreement  with  the  lessee: — 
Held^  that  the  uuderles^e  had  no  equity  to 
compel  the  lessor  to  grant  him  a  lease  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  underlease,  and  bill 
dismissed  with  costs.    Taylob  v.  Gillott      682 

BI80LAIXSB  OF  FAXBHT--Taking  ofi"  the  file 
See  TAxnro  on*  thb  File.  [846 

DISCOTTHT— Issue  of  shares  at  discount     -     889 
See  BoBBOWiNG  Powebs. 

DIBCOVZBT—Foreign  state  -         -  -     110 

See  FoBEiGN  State. 

BISJUfTAILIirO  BZSD— Payment  out  of  Court 
without         -         -  -  -     872 

See  Patmemt  out  of  Goubt. 

Protector  -         -         -         -     194 

See  Pboteotob  of  Settlement. 

DIBTRIBTmOK— Period  of  -  -  -     842 

See  Gift  to  Two  fob  tueib  Lives. 

DISTSIBimOH  OF  SUBPLTTS  A88STS--mW- 
ing^p—Priority  0/  Preference  Shareholders.']  A 
company  having  power  to  increase  its  capital  to 
such  amount  and  upon  such  terms,  and  either 
with  or  without  special  prinie^es  or  preferences 
to  the  holders  of  the  snares  m  such  increased 
capital,  as  tliev  should  deem  expedient,  raised 
further  capital  by  the  issue  of  preference  shares 
entitled  to  a  prefsrential  interest  of  10  per  cent. 


TXUftBJBXrnSlB  OF  8USFLU8  ASSESS— contd. 
per  annum ;  the  amount  of  such  shares  to  be  re- 
paid on  six  months'  notice  with  25  per  cent, 
bonus,  such  pavment  of  interest,  repayment,  and 
bonus  to  take  place  before  any  dividend,  interest, 
or  other  money  was  payable  to  the  original  share- 
holders. The  company  was  wound  up,  and  after 
Sayment  of  debts  there  remained  a  surplus  for 
istribution : — Eeld^  that  the  company  had  (con- 
ferred a  preference  as  to  capital,  as  well  as  divi- 
dend, upon  the  new  shareholders,  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  surplus  assets  in  priority  to 
the  original  shareholders.  In  re  Bangob  and 
PoBTHAooo  Slate  and  Slab  Company  -       69 

BIBTRIBUnOire,  STATOTE  OF — Canitruction  of 
Wm—Dietribuiion  among  Relatives.']  Gift  of 
residue  to  be  distributed  "  to  my  rehitives,  share 
and  share  alike,  as  the  law  directs:" — Held  to 
mean  a  distribution  under  the  Statute  of  Dittrihu- 
tionSf  per  stirpes  and  not  per  capita,  Fielden  v. 
ASHWOBTH        -----     410 

Advancement  by  portions        -         -     165 

See  Advancement.    1. 

DiyiBEND8— Declaration  of— Bankruptcy     767 
See  Joint  and  Sepauate  "Escates, 

— —  Payment  of— Preference  shares         -     666 
See  Payment  of  Dividends. 


HT — Collateral  agreement — ^Lease    444 
See  Collatebal  Aubbemknt. 

EAST  INDIA  STOCK— Investment  of  money  in 
Court  -  -  -  -     468 

See  Investment  of  Money  in  Coubt. 

ELBCnOV  TO  CHSDETS  HOSPITAL— C%ari(y— 
"Parishioner** — Unqudlijied  Oandidaie^-Ee-deC' 
iion^  Under  a  scheme  sanctioned  by  the  Court 
for  a  charity  entitling  a  parish  to  elect  children 
for  Christ* s  HospitctL,  it  was  provided  that  no  child 
should  be  eligiole  unless  cx>m  in  the  parish,  or 
unless  his  or  her  parents,  or  one  of  them,  should 
be,  or  should  have  been,  parishioners  or  a 
parishioner  of  the  parish : — UM^  that  the  word 
"parishioner"  must  be  construed  in  an  honest 
and  hond  fide  manner,  and  could  not  be  applied 
to  a  person  taking  a  small  house  temporarily  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining  a  c^ualiflcation : — 
Hddy  also,  that  where  an  unqualified  candidate 
was  elected  after  notice  to  the  electors  of  such 
disqualification  the  votes  were  thrown  away,  and 
the  opposing  candidate,  thongli  having  only  a 
minority  of  votesi  was  duly  elected.  Ethebino- 
TONv.  Wilson-         -         -         -         -     606 

'<  XH  AUTBB  DBOIT  *'— Debt— Set-off  -  89 
See  Set-off  in  Equity.    1. 

EdXTITABLE  SET-OFF  -  -  20,  616,  644 

See  Set-off  in  Equity.    1,  2,  8. 

EdUITT  OF  KTOKMPTIOH  —  Purchase  of  by 
mortgagee — Devise— Hevocation  488 
See  Revocation  of  Gift. 

EQUITY  TO  A  SXTTLEXXNT— Inso2twiioyo/£riis* 
handJ]  Where  a  husband,  a  journeyman  car- 
penter, was  in  the  receipt  of  wages  not  exceeding 
12s.  a  week,  and  had  to  support  a  wife  and  six 
children,  the  Court  settled  the  whole  of  an  in- 
coming lund,  the  property  of  the  wife,  but  liable 
to  the  extent  of  the  hiisbond's  interest  to  the 
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SQVITT  TO  A  BXRUODOrr— oonMniMd. 
cUkim  of  a  creditor,  upon  the  wife  and  ohildreD. 
In  re  CktBDWELL's  Estate.    White  v,  Ck)BDWELL 

[644 

ESCROW ^  Delivery  to  Stranger—  Delivery  to 
Grantee*i  Solicitor,']  The  delivery  to  the  solicitor 
of  the  grantee  of  an  instrument  executed  by  the 
grantor  will  not  convert  the  instrument  from  an 
escrow  into  a  deed,  provided  the  delivery  is  of  a 
character  negativing  its  being  a  delivery  to  the 
grantee. — The  definition  of  an  escrow  in  Shep- 
P^rcTs  Touchstone  (Pages  58,  59)  explained. 
Watkins  V,  Nash       -         -         -         -     262 

JSTATE  TAIL— Protector  of  settlement  -  194 
See  Pbotectob  or  Settlement. 

JBvJLUffiCE— Presumption  of  death  -     186 

See  Pbesumption  of  Death. 

XZSGVTIOV— Issue  of— Winding-up  petition  by 
creditor         -         -  -         -     268 

See  Wnronfo-up  Petition.    1. 

3SZECUTI0K  CEEDITOS — Leave  to  proceed  after 
winding-up  -  -  -  -     162 

See  Leave  to  fboceed  avteb  Winding- 

UP. 

SZXCUTOB— Debt  due  from—Debt  *'en  auire 
droU"  .         -  .         -       29 

See  Set-opp  in  Equitt.    1. 

VAMJLT  SEinXlISirT— Setting  aside— Mis- 
take -----  696 
See  Setting  aside  SEfrrLEBCEzrr. 

mOHY — ^Forfeiture — Mixed  fund — Acciunula- 
tions  -----     256 

See  AoCUHULATIONfl. 

TTDVCIABT  BELATIOV— Company— Directors— 
Agreement  wiih  Promoter — Adaption  by  Company 
— Acceptance  of  Share$  from  Promoter,]  Pre- 
viously to  the  rormation  uf  a  company  an  agree- 
ment was  entered  into  between  the  promoter  and 
a  trustee  on  behalf  of  the  company  K>r  the  sale  to 
the  company  of  certain  property,  partly  in  con* 
sideration  of  cash  and  partly  of  fully  paid-up 
shares.  The  promoter  induced  three  gentlemen  to 
become  directors,  promising  to  transfer  to  them 
fully  paid-up  shares  as  their  qualification  (which 
the  articles  fixed  at  five  shares).  These  directors 
afterwards  adopted  the  agreement  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  and  subsequently  thirty  shares  (part  of 
those  forming  the  consideration  for  the  purchase) 
were  allotted  to  each  of  them  upon  the  nomination 
of  the  promoter.  The  contract  was  registered  prior 
to  the  allotment :— £e2(2,upon  the  company  being 
wound  up,  that  all  these  snares  must  be  treated 
as  unpaid,  and  that  the  directors  must  be  placed 
on  the  list  of  contributories  for  thirty  shares  each 
accordingly.  In  re  Western  or  Canada  On<, 
Lands,  and  Wobks  Compant.  Cabling's  Case  580 

TIXTUBES — ^Valuation  of— Order  to  make — Spe- 
cific performance  -  -  -  611 
See  Mandatory  Order. 

V0BXGL08UBE — Decree — ^Delivery  up  of  deeds 

[238 

See   Purchase    for    Value    without 
Notice. 

70BEIOK  CBEBITOB — Proving  debt  in  bank- 
ruptcy— Jurisdiction  -  -  738 
See  Bakeruftct  Jurisdiction. 


70BSIGH  mATZ-'Juri8diction^Repvi)lu>— Cor- 
porate Defendants — Pleading — Discovery — Stay  of 
Proceedings  in  original  Suit."]  The  proceedings 
in  an  original  suit  bv  a  foreign  government 
were  stay^  until  the  FlaintiiGi  in  that  suit  had 
given  the  name  or  names  of  persons  who  could 
be  made  Defendant  or  Defendants  in  a  cross  salt 
by  the  same  parties  against  the  foreign  govern- 
ment, for  the  purpose  of  making  upon  oath  the 
discovery  required. — United  States  of  America  t. 
Wagner  (Law  Rep.  2  Oh.  582)  followed.  Re- 
public  of  Peru  v,  Wequelin.  Weguelix  r. 
Bepublio  op  Peru     -         -         -         -    140 

TOBmnnetS  VOB  FSIOnT— Mixed  fund— Ac- 
cumulations -  -  -  -  255 
See  Accumulations. 

ntAUl)— Debt  incurred  by— Set-off— Joint  and 
separate  creditors  -  -         -    515 

See  Set-of  in  Equity.    2. 

— --—  Misrepresentation  in  prospectus  -  114 
See  Misbeprbentatiok  in  Pbospectcs. 

niAVBS,  8TATTJTE  OV—Sale  of  Seal  Eftaie- 
Memorandum  of  Agreement — Description  of  Cojh 
tracting  Parties.]  An  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate  did  not  disclose  the  names  of  the 
vendors,  but  it  appeared  there&om  that  the  ven- 
dors were  a  company  in  possession  of  the  property 
offered  for  sale,  and  that  they  had  carried  on 
operations  thereon : — Setd,  on  demurrer,  that  the 
vendors  wero  sufficiently  described  to  satisl^  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,    Gomhins  f.  Scott      -      11 

Contract  signed  by  auctioneer  -    413 

See  Contract  bt  Agent. 

PBAUDUIiENT  FBEFEBEHCE  —  Liquidatkm— 
Composition —  Undu/e  Advantage  by  Crtditori] 
A  banker  holding  bills  and  aoceptances  as  a 
security  for  advances  made  to  a  customer,  took  a 
guarantee  from  the  brother  of  the  customer  that 
the  loss  of  the  bank  should  not  exceed  £2000. 
This  transaction  took  place  after  the  customer  had 
commenced  proceedings  for  the  liquidation  of  his 
affairs,  and  unknown  to  his  other  creditors,  with 
a  view  to  prevent  the  bank  from  opposing  a 
composition  : — Held^  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the 
banker  to  enforce  performance  of  the  agreement, 
that  the  arrangement,  which  would  hare  the 
effect  of  giving  one  creditor  a  secret  advantage 
over  the  others,  could  not  be  sustained,  and  the 
bill  was  dismissed  with  costs.  McKevas  r. 
Sanderson      -         -  -         -        -     65 

2.  —  Act  of  Bankruptcy-^Security  given  in 
fulfilment  of  prior  Voluntary  Promise— I^qv^'fo^^ 
Mortgage  of  unfinished  Ship^ Deposit  of  BuUder^f 
Certificate  —  Conmlidation  of  Mortgages— Bw^- 
ruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  S3  VicL  e.  71),  «•  ^ 
(subs,  2),  92.]  In  August  8„  a  shipbuilder, 
whose  account  current  witli  his  bankers  vas 
overdrawn,  offered  to  give  them  securit)'  upon  a 
ship  which  he  was  building.  The  bankers  de- 
clined to  accept  the  security  then,  but  said  tbat 
circumstances  might  arise  to  make  fit  desiiaue 
that  they  should  have  it,  and  he  promised  to  give 
it  them  when  they  wished  it  On  the  28th  of 
September  the  offer  was  renewed,  but  the  hankew 
ur^ed  him  to  sell  the  ship,  and  so  prerent  the 
necessity  of  their  taking  the  security.  On  the 
7th  of  October  S.  had  an  interview  wiih  them  » 
the  bank,  and  they  told  hnn  that  they  would 
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flocept  the  security,  and  that  he  was  to  lodge  the 
hoilder's  certificate  of  the  ship  with  their  manager. 
The  next  day  he  signed  the  certificate,  and  gave 
it  to  the  bank  manager.    The  certificate  deecribed 
the  ship  and  her  engines,  and  stated  that  she  had 
been  built  for  the  bank  manager.   At  this  time  she 
was  not  launched,  but  was  in  an  unfinished  state  in 
the  builder's  yard.     The  engines  were  not  on 
board,  but  were  lying  unfinished  in  the  yard  of 
the  firm  who  were  making  them  for  the  ship- 
builder.   On  the  9th  of  October  the  shipbuilder 
had  anotlier  interview  with  the  bankers,  when 
tliey  told  him  they  could  advance  him  no  more 
money,  and  did  not  see  how  he  could  go  on, 
to  which  he  assented ;  but  they  agreed  to  advance 
him  £770  to  pay  hid  workmen's  weeklv  wages,  on 
the  security  of  an  assignment  of  a  debt  owing  to 
him  from  another  person,  and  told  him  that  they 
could  go  no  further,  and  that  he  had  better  con- 
sult his  solicitor  as  to  his  position.    On  the  10th 
of  October  the  manager  endeavoured  to  get  him- 
self registered  as  the  owner  of  the  ship,  but,  as 
she  was  not  launched,  this  could  not  oe  done. 
But  he  placed  a  man  in  possession  of  her,  and 
fixed  a  notice  upon  her  that  she  was  his  property. 
On  the  10th  of  October  8,  paid  ids  workmen,  and 
then  discharged  them,  and  closed  his  place  of 
liusiness.    On  the  12th  of  October  he  filed   a 
liquidation  petition: — Held,  that  both  the  securi- 
ties given  to  the  bankers  were  valid  as  against 
the  trustee  in  the  liquidation,  there  not  being  in 
ihe  transactions  anything  amounting  to  either  a 
Iraadulent  preference  or  an  act  of  oankruptoy: 
— Seldf  also,  that  the  deposit  of  the  builder's 
certificate  created  a  good  equitable  mortgage  of 
the  unfinished  ship,  including  the  engines  which 
were  being  built  for  her,  but  subject  as  to  the 
engines  to  any  lien  for  unpaid  purohase-mon^  to 
which  the  engine-buildera  might  be  entitled  : — 
Held,  also,  that  the  assignment  of  the  debt  having 
l>een  given  after  the  insolvent  position  of  8.  was 
disclosed,  was  a  security  for  the  £770  only,  and 
could  not  be  made  available  by  consolidation 
or  otherwise  to  seoore  the  past  aebt.    Ex  parte 
UoDGKiN.    In  re  Sornjnr    -         -         -     746 

8. Presiure-^Banhruptey  Ady  1869  (82 

A  33  Vict,  e,  71), «.  92.]  A  creditor  suggested 
to  his  debtor  that  the  latter  should  buv  goods  on 
cr^it  from  other  persons,  and  should  with  the 
proceeds  of  their  sale  pay  off  the  debt  due  to  the 
former.  The  debtor  adopted  tbe  suggestion,  and 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  goods  which  he 
obtained  on  credit  he  made  several  pavments  on 
account  of  the  debt  There  was  eviaence  that 
the  payments  were  made  underpressure  from  the 
creditor.  .  The  debtor  afterwards  filed  a  liquida- 
tion petition : — Held,  that,  as  the  transaction  was 
I'mudulent  in  its  inception,  it  was  immaterial  that 
the  payments  were  made  under  pressure,  but  that 
they  must  be  sot  aside  as  being  fraudulent  pre- 
ferences.   Ex  parte  Rkadkb.    In  re  Wbioley  768 

F&EEE0LD8  AHB  00F7H0LD8— Mixed  devise 
—Leg^  estate  -  -  -  166 
8ee  Devise  of  Lsqal  Estate. 

GABBEH— Ornamental,  in  town — ^Bight  to  restrain 
trespass        -  -  -  -     468 

See  Obkahental  Garden. 

GENERAL  OBSEB,  JTAH.,  1857,  r.  8  -     449 

Bee  Taxatiok  of  Costs.    2. 


OEKEEAL    RULES   UX    BAHKBTJFTC7,    1870^ 

r.  48  -  -         -  -  -     758 

Bee  Joint  and  Seyebal  Adjitdications. 

r.  50 738 

See  Bankbuftot  Jubisdiction. 


rr.  99, 100, 872  -         -  -         -     273 

See  CiQCDiTOB  holdino  Security. 

r.  143 8 

See  New  TbiAl  in  Bankbuftcy. 

rr.  148, 150       -         -         -         -     148 

See  Bankbuftot  Appeal. 

rr.  178. 179        -         -         -         -    ,889 

See  CoNTEKFT  OF  Coubt. 

rr.  188, 185, 256  -  -  -     743 

See  Undibchabged  Debtor. 

rr.  260, 299       -         -         -         882,991 

See  Beceivbb.    1, 2. 

rV295 775 

See  Resolution  for  Liquidation. 

r.  295      -         ...         -     742 

See  Besolutzon  fob  Comfosition. 

GENERAL  RULES  IN  BANKRUFTC7,  KAY,  1878 
See  Bankbdftcy  Appeal.  [148 

GENERAL  WORDS— Appointment  under  two 
speciid  powers  -  «  .  599 
See  Appointment  under  Sfecul  Powzbs. 

OIVT  ON  ATTAINING  TWENTT-ONE  —  Wm-- 
Bequest  to  Brothers  and  Sieters  at  Twenty-one 
or  Marriage — Brother  in  este,  but  not  homy  at 
DeaHi  of  Testatrix — Claes  when  ascertained  — 
After-born  Brother  exdudedJi  Testatrix  by  will 
bequeathed  residuary  personal  estate  unto  and 
equally  between  all  her  orothers  and  sisters,  share 
and  share  alike.  She  directed  that  the  shares  of 
her  brothers  respectively  should  not  vest  in  them 
respectively  until  they  should  respectively  attain 
twentv-one,  and  that  the  shares  of  her  sisters 
should  not  vest  in  them  respectively  until  they 
should  respectively  attein  that  age  or  marry : 
— Held,  that  the  testetriz's  brothers  and  sisters 
formed  one  class  only  of  persons;  and  tlmt  a 
brother  not  bom,  though  en  ventre  sa  mere 
when  the  eldest  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  who 
attained  twenty-one  came  of  age,  was  excluded ; 
althongli  he  was  bom  before  the  eldest  of  the 
brothers  only  who  attained  twenty-one  came 
of  age.  Jn  re  Gardikeb*s  Ectate.  Oabbatt 
V.  Weeks        -----     $47 

GIFT  TO  TWO  FOR  THEIR  LmSB—WiOr^Oift  of 
Income  to  Two-^Words  '*at  their  Death'*— Period 
of  Distribution — Shares  of  ChUdren."]  Bequest  of 
residue,  the  interest  thereof  to  be  paid  to  C,  and 
/.  equally  for  their  liveB,  and  **at  their  death," 
the  principal  to  be  divided  between  the  childrem 
of  C.  and  /. .— ITeU,  that  the  words  *'at  their 
death  "  meant  *'  at  their  respective  deaths,"  and 
that,  on  the  death  of  C,  the  moietv  to  the 
iutercst  of  which  C.  had  been  entitled  became 
divisible  among  his  children.    Wills  v.  Wills. 

[848 

GRANT— Derogation  fr(Mn    -  -         -     146 

See  Box  at  Tbbatbb. 

GUARANTEE— Fraudulent  preference— Liquida- 
ting debtor  -  -  -  -  65 
See  Fbaudulest  Pbefsbence.    1. 
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OUABDIAK  ~  Conciirrence  of— Public  Works 
Site  Act       -  -  -  -     627 

See  PuBLio  W0B8BIP  81TB8  Act. 

SAU-FAY — Covenant  to  settle — Marriage  settle- 
ment-  -  «  -  -     5M 

See  COYENANT  TO  SBTTLZ. 

yHTH.  07  UVUfG  FEB80K— Sale  under  Partition 
Act 182 

See  Pabtition  Stfrr.    2. 

SUSBAHB  AND  wififi— Advancement  of  wife — 
Banking  account  in  joint  names  -  828 
See  Advakoemsnt.    2. 

Desertion—Protection  order    -         -     179 

See  Win*8  Chose  xs  Aotion.    1. 

Covenant  to  settle  aftei^aoquired  property  of 

husband       -  -  -  -     684 

See  Covenant  to  settle. 

Equity  to  a  settlement  -         -         -     644 

See  Equttt  to  a  Settlement. 

—  Bednction  into  possession — Assignment  to 

trustees        -         -         -         -     789 
See  BaonncATioN  of  Sbttleuent.    2. 

Separate  estate — ^Breach  of  trust       -     801 

See  Bepabatb  Estate  of  Wife. 

—  Undertaking    and    purchase    by   married 

woman         -  ^  -  -     598 

See  Pabtption  Suit.    3. 

.  Ward  of  Conrt—  Settlement — Bectification 

[866 
See  Beotifioation  of  Sbttleuent.    1. 

— <— -  Wife's  e^0  in  acftbn   -  -         179,  464 

See  Wife's  Chose  in  Action.    1,  2. 

TVpnaamLB  COWTBACT     -        -        -    100 

See  Substituted  Contbaot. 

IKABILITy  TO  PAY  DBBTB— Company  -     887 

See  WiNDiNO-up  Petition.    2. 

mCOltt— Capital— Legacy  not  paid  for  several 
years — ^Tenant  for  life  and  remainderman 
See  Afpobtionuent.  [466 

—  Corpus — Annuity         -  -         -     269 

See  Annuity  chaboed  on  Cobpus. 

Gift  to  two  for  tlicir  lives        -         -     842 

See  Gift  to  Two  fob  theib  Lives. 

nSTDMOriTY— O)ntraot  foi^-Promotera  of  com- 
pany- -  -  -  980 
See  Agbeement  to  indemnify. 

INTAHT — Guaidian — Concurrence  of — Public 
Worship  Sites  Act  -  -  -     687 

fifed  Public  Wobship  Sites  Act. 

Debt  of— Charging  order        -  -     677 

See  Chaboing  Obdeb. 

mBIHOXMEHT  07  FATEHT— Actual  user- 
Injunction  -  -  -  -  87 
See  Patent  Suit. 

nSTJUKOnOH-Directors— Management  of  com- 
nany  -----  669 
See  Intebfebenoe  with  BIanaobuent 

OF  COMFANY. 

^^—  TmpToper  use  of  street  -         *- 

See  Temfobaby  Nuisance.    1. 

Light  and  air    -         -         ^ 

See  Light  and  Am.    1,  2. 


a  639 


87 
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IHJ  U  KOIiOV— eofiltsMMd. 

*-—  Light  and  air— Compulsory  powets — Bail- 
way  Clearing  House  Act  -  -  868 
See  Compensation  under  Railway 
CLEABiNa  House  Act. 

— -  Nuisance — Ornamental  garden  in  town  468 
See  Obnamental  Gabden. 

« 

—  Nuisance — Temporanr  - 

See  Temfobaby  Nuisance.    1, 2. 

Patent  suit         •  -  -  - 

See  Patent  Suit. 

Pollution  of  stream      -         -  - 

See  Pollution  of  Stbeam. 
Theatre — ^Use  for  religious  services  - 

See  Box  at  Theatbb. 

Weekly  tenant   -  -         -  -     639 

See  Temfobaby  Nuibancb.    2. 

Winding-up — Enforcing  lien  on  ship       825 

See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

IKJUirGTIOV  IN  WINDIKO-XrP  —  Oootpany— 
MariHme  Lien — Mode  of  enforcing  Lien — Pro- 
ceedings in  Admiralty  Comi — Arrat  of  Veeeei— 
Sequestratian^Con^Mtniei  Ad^  1862  (25  dc  26  VieL 
0.  89),  8, 163.]  The  proper  mode  of  enfomog  a 
maritime  lien  on  a  vessel  belonging  to  a  company 
which  has  been  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  is  oy  a 
proceeding  in  the  winding-up  and  not  oy  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  in  the  Admiralty  Court. — ^The 
arrest  of  a  vessel  by  the  Admiralty  Court  is  a 
''sequestration '*  within  the  meaning  of  the  Com- 
panies Actf  1862,  s.  163.  In  re  Austbaiiak 
DiBEOT  Steam  Navigation  Company 

nmOLXZHT  OF  DECBEK— Winding-u 
toinrol        -         -         - 
See  Appeal  m  Winding-up. 

nreOLYXnOT— Evidence  of  - 

See  Winding-up  PmnoH.    2. 

IN TJEBE8T— Winding-up— Calls  made  by  liqm- 
dator-  .  -  -  .     860 

See  LiQUiDATOB. 
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mSBTEBINOB    WITH    XAHAGBMSHT    01 

OOXPAHY— . Jnjuficftbn— Poi00rs  of  Bireetors— 
Annual  Chneral  MeeUng — Voting  Powers  of  Shares 
holders,']  Although  the  Court  will  not  interfBre 
with  the  powers  and  duties  of  directors  in  their 
management  of  the  internal  afifairs  of  a  ocmpany, 
directors  will  be  restrained  tram  fixing  a  par- 
ticular date  for  holding  the  annual  general  meet- 
ing of  the  company  for  the  purpose  of  prerentiiig 
shareholders  from  exercising  their  voting  powm 
Cannon  v.  Tbask       .         .         -         . 

Bill  by  individual  shareholders 

See  Suit  by  Shabeholdeb.    1. 

IHTEBDC INJUKCTIOV- Patent  suit 
See  Patent  Suit. 

IHVE8IKENT— Lands  Clauses  Aot — Costs     470 
See  Costs  undkb  Lands  Clauses  Act.  3. 

-— ^  Money  in  Court — ^Lands  Clauses  Act      468 
See  Investment  of  Money  in  Coubt. 

IHVJCHTMEHT  OF  XOKBT  IN  OOXna—Lands 
Clauses  CansoUdaUon  Aeij  1846,  ss.  69,  70- 
Interim  Investment — Cash  under  the  Control  of  As 
Court— East  India  £4^  per  CenL  Stock.]  Puxchass- 
money  paid  into  Court  in  zespeot  of  Jimd  taken  by 
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IRVESTIBNT  OF  XONBT  IS  OOTTBH—^otUd. 

a  railway  oomp&ny  nnder  the  Lands  Clamea  Con' 
sdidation  Act,  1845,  is  cash  under  the  control  of 
the  Court,  and  accordingly  the  Court  has  power 
to  direct  the  InTestment  thereof  in  Ecui  Jndia  £4 
per  Cent  Stock.~Jn  re  Boyd'a  Settled  Estate  con- 
sidered. In  re  Fbteb's  Sbttlsuxft.  Fbter  v. 
Salibbub^and  Dobset  JuNonoN  Railway  Coh- 
PA2nr     -         .         -         -         -         -     468 

ntSSOULABITT— Waiver  of— Notice  of  motion 
See  Bakkbuptot  Jubibdictioh.        [783 

JOIST  AVD  SEPABATE  ABJUDICATIOHS— Ocm- 

Bclidation  of  Prooeedinge — Adjudieation  under  the 
Joint  PelUion  ordy — Locus  Standi  of  Bamicrupt  to 
oppose  Consolidation — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  dt 
83  Vict  c.  71),  M.  80  {siib-s.  2)  102— JSanVrupfry 
Rules,  1870,  r.  48.]  An  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy was  made  upon  a  petition  presented 
against  two  partners  in  trade.  A  petition  had 
been  previously  presented  by  the  same  creditor 
against  one  of  the  partners  separately,  and  some 
proceedings  had  been  taken  under  it,  but  no 
adjudication  had  been  made: — Held,  thai  there 
was  power  to  order  the  proceedings  under  ^e 
separate  petition  to  be  consolidated  with  those 
under  the  joint  petition: — Heldj  also,  that  the 
bankrupt  had  no  locus  standi  to  oppose  the  con- 
solidation. Ex  parte  Mackenzie.  In  re  Helli- 
WELL      ------      768 

JOUrr  AVD  8EPABATE  GEEDIT0B8— Set-off 
between  -  -  -  -  515 
See  Set-off  ik  Equity.    2. 

jrOIKT  AHB  SEPARATE  IfflATM— Declaration 
of  Dividends  —  Application  for  DedaraHon  of 
Dividend  on  Joint  Estate  before  Separate  Estate — 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  <fc  38  VicL  e,  71),  «.  104 
— Creditor  holding  Security  on  Separate  J&iatef&r 
Joint  and  Separate  Debts—Bight  to  appropriate 
Produce  of  Security — Proof]  A  creditor  of  two 
partners  was  also  a  creditor  of  one  of  the  partners 
separately,  and  the  title-deeds  of  separais  estate 
of  that  partner  were  deposited  with  him  to  secure 
both  tiie  joint  and  the  separate  debts.  The  two 
partners  filed  a  joint  liquidation  petition,  and 
the  partner  whose  separate  estate  was  mortgaged 
iJso  filed  a  separate  liquidation  petition.  The 
security  having  been  realized  :—ife2(2,  that  the 
creditor  was  entitled  to  apportion  the  produce  of 
the  realization  between  his  joint  and  separate 
debts  in  whatever  way  was  most  for  hie  advan- 
tage, and  that,  to  enable  him  to  exercise  this 
option,  he  was  entitled  to  apply  to  the  Court 
under  sect.  104  of  the  Baxikniptey  Aet^  1869,  to 
have  a  dividend  on  the  joint  estate  declared 
before  the  declaration  of  a  dividend  on  the  sepa- 
rate estate.    Ex  parte  Dickik.    In  re  Fostbb 

[767 

JOINT  AHB  SEVERAL  TJA  Hi  iiiTX — Partnership 
— Agreement  as  to  PayvMnt  by  Surviving  Partners 
of  Deceased  Partner's  Share!]  By  an  agreement 
between  A,,  B.,  C,  and  JD.,  four  partners  in  a  mer- 
cantile business,  after  reciting,  amongst  other 
things,  tiiat  all  the  partners  had  considerable 
sums  of  money  employed  in  the  business  as  float- 
ing capital,  which  it  might  be  impracticable  or 
highly  detrimental  for  the  others  of  them  to  repay 
or  advance  fh>m  the  said  business  immediately 
after  the  retirement  or  decease  of  either  of  them, 


jronrc  AHD  several  UASam— continued. 
it  was  agreed  between  and  by  .i.,  B^  C,  and  D., 
that  in  case  of  either  of  them  retiring  from  the  co- 
partnership business,  or  departing  this  life  during 
the  continuance  thereof,  then  and  in  such  case  the 
continuing  or  surviving  partners  or  partner  should 
not  be  compelled  by  sucn  retiring  partner,  or  by 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  deceased 
partner,  to  repay  to  him  or  them  his  or  their 
share  in  the  said  co-partnership  business  imme- 
diately, but  the  clear  tNilance,  as  ascertained  from 
the  last  stock-taking,  due  to  suoh  retiring  or 
deceased  partner,  together  with  any  additional 
capital  (if  any),  snould  be  repaid  out  of  the  busi- 
ness by  the  continuing  or  surviving  partners  by 
instalments,  as  therein  mentioned,  until  the  whole 
amount  should  be  fully  paid  or  discharged,  unless 
the  surviving  or  oontmuing  partners  £ould  wish 
to  pay  suoh  share  or  balance  at  an  earlier  period, 
which  they  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  do : — Hddy 
that  the  agreement  was  merely  an  arrangement  as 
to  the  mcMie  of  discharging  a  pre-existing  joint 
and  several  liability,  and  was  not  intended  to 
alter  the  nature  of  the  liability  : — Heidj  further, 
that  if  the  agreement  did  create  a  new  liability, 
suoh  new  liability  ariong  out  of  a  contract  by 
a  mercantile  partnership  was  in  equity  several, 
and  not  joint  merely.  Bebbbfobd  v,  Bbownino. 
Bbownino  v.  Bebbsfobd       .         -         -     564 

2. Shares  Begistered  in  TwoNames.']  Shares 

having  been  registered  in  the  joint  names  of  two 
persons,  one  of  whom  was  since  dead,  the  articles 
of  association  being  silent  as  to  the  liability 
thereby  incurred :— flisW,  that  by  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Act,  1856,  a  joint  liability  only  was 
contracted,  and  that  it  survived  on  the  death  of 
the  joint  owner.  The  survivor  was  therefore 
alone  liable  to  be  placed  on  the  list  of  oontribn- 
tories.  In  re  Mabia  Anha  and  ^nniniANK  Coal 
AND  CoKB  Company.    Hill's  Casb  -     686 

jrom  EA1IE8 — Banking  aooount  —  Husband 
and  wife  -  .  •  .  $88 
See  ADVANcmxNT.    2. 

J17D01EEHT  GREDITOE— Winding-up  petition- 
Issue  of  execution  ...  SQg 
See  WiNDiNG-np  PsnnoN.    1. 

JTJBIBDICnOE  —  Appointment   of  guardian 

Public  Worship  Sites  Act  -     697 

See  Public  Wobsbip  Sites  Act. 

Bankruptcy        -         -         -        788, 772 

See  Bakkbuptot  Jubibdiotion.    1,  2. 

Bill  by  foreign  state— Cross  bill— Discovery 

See  Fobbign  State.  [140 

Lord  Mayor's  Court— Prohibition       -        1 

See  Pbohibition.    1. 

—  Prohibition  to  ^  restrain  proceedings  in 
Mayor's  Court  -  .  .  5^12 
See  Pbohibition.   2. 

Taking  off  the  file— Disclaimer  of  patent 

See  TAxnia  onr  the  File.  [846 

LANDLORD  AHD  TEEAVT— Collateral  agree- 
ment as  to  easement  -  -  444 
See  Collateral  An»g»MitKi>p 

-— Waste— Erection  of  building  by  tenant  588 
BeeYfABrm.    2. 
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USA8S — Agi«ement  for        - 

See  Agbeeuent  fob  Ijusk. 

Agreement  for— Collateial  agreement  as  to 

light  and  air  -         -         -     M4 

See  Collateral  Agbeement. 

DiBclaimer  of— Trustee— Bankruptcy      682 

See  DifiCLADOCR. 

—  Theatre — Underlease  of  boxes  and  stalls 

See  Box  at  Theatre.  [859, 145 

LEAVE  TO  FBOOEBD  AREB  WHnOIHCh-UP— 

Winding-up — Comnany-— Proceedings  by  Creditor 
— Winding-up  Order — Leave  to  ietue  Execution — 
Companies  Act,  1862  (25  A  26  Viet,  c  89),  m.  87, 
16S.J  A  company  against  which  a  writ  had  been 
issued  under  the  Bitte  of  Exchange  Act  obtained 
leave  to  defend  the  action  upon  amdavit  made  by 
their  secretary  containing  statements  to  the  effect 
that  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action  was  a  holder  of  a 
stolen  bill,  and  had  not  given  value  for  it ;  and 
that  to  his  (the  secretary's)  knowledge  the  com- 
pany was  perfectly  solvent.  After  the  Plaintiff 
had  been  interrogated  in  the  action,  the  defence 
was  abandoned  and  judgment  signed;  but  before 
the  Plaintiff  issued  execution  he  received  notice 
that  the  company  had  presented  a  winding-up 
petition.  An  order  having  been  made  on  the 
petition,  the  judgment  creditor  applied  for  leave 
to  issue  execution,  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  been  unfairly  delayed  in  prosecuting  his 
action : — Heldy  that  the  case  was  not  one  in  which 
leave  ought  to  be  given. — Whether  leave  ought 
to  be  given  in  any  case  where  execution  has  not 
been  issued  previously  to  the  winding-up  order, 
quxre,— The  Companies  Act,  1862,  ss.  87,  163, 
commented  on.  In  re  UNivEBflAL  Duinfbcpiob 
CoMPAmr         -----     X62 

LBaAOT->I>ebt— 8et-off       -  -  -       99 

See  Set-off  in  Equitt.    1. 

Harried  woman — ^Protection  order     •      179 

See  Wife's  Ohobe  in  Action.    1. 

LEGAOT,  BFECIFIC  OB  GEKEEAL  —  Specific 
Legacy  defined — Gift  of  ^*  aU  my  Stock  in  the  Mid- 
land Baifway  Company "— Wills  Act  (1  Viet,  o. 
26),  t.  24— Oftaf^e  on  Property  epeeifiedlly  he- 
queaOied — Bedemption  or  Compensoiibn.l  Lega- 
cies which  before  the  passing  of  the  Trtflf  Act 
would  have  been  specific,  remain  specific. — A  gift 
of  '^  all  my  stock  m  the  Midland  Baihoay  (Sm- 
pany"  is  specific. — ^A  specific  legatee  is  entitled  to 
have  his  legacy  redeemed  from  charges  created 
by  the  testator  (as  distinguished  from  charges 
incidental  to  the  property)  at  the  expense  of  the 
testator's  general  estate,  or,  if  the  property  is  not 
redeemed,  to  have  compensation  out  of  the  general 
estate  to  the  amount  of  the  legacy. — ^A  testator  by 
his  will,  dated  in  1869,  made  a  bequest  of  '*  all 
my  shares  or  stock  in  the  Midland  Baihoay  Com- 
pany** to  trustees  upon  certain  trusts.  Ue  was 
at  the  date  of  his  will  entitled  to  £1000  stock  in 
that  company.  In  February,  1871,  he  transferred 
the  stock  into  the  names  of  certain  bankers  to 
secure  an  advance  made  by  them  to  ^.,  who  gave 
the  testator  an  undertaking  that  the  stock  should 
be  re-transferred  within  three  months.  The  tes- 
tator died  in  1872;  and  after  his  death  the 
bankers  Eold  the  stock  (which  had  never  been  re- 
transferred)  and  applied  the  proceeds  in  reduction 
of  the  debt  due  nrom  As    Under  orders  made  in 
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a  suit  to  administer  the  testator's  estate,  A.  trans- 
ferred £500  Midland  BaUway  stock  into  CcMirt, 
but  was  unable  to  make  any  further  transfer : — 
Held,  that  the  trustees  of  the  aforesaid  bequest 
were  entitled  to  the  stock  so  transferred  into 
Court,  and  not  the  residuary  legatee. — DefinitkRi 
of  specific  legacy. — ParroU  v.  WorsfM  (1  Jac.  &  W. 
594)  observed  upon.    Both  axuet  v.  Sbxbsov    90ft 

LEGAL  S8TATS->Devise  of  -         -  -     160 

jS'de  Devise  of  Lboal  Estate. 

LESflEE  AHB  LEBBOB—Disclaimer  by— Trustee 

in  bankruptcy         -  -  - 

See  DisCLAiXEB. 
UABILITT— Director  .  -  - 

See  DiBECT0B*8  LiAmLnr. 
«— — >  Joint  and  several  -  -        644^  58( 

See  Joint  anu  Several  Lubilttt.    1 , 2. 

-— —  Limitation  of--Speoial  contract  in  articles 
of  association  -  -  -     595 

See      AdJCSTMENT      of      SHAREHOLDfSS* 

Rights. 

Separate  estate — ^Married  woman       -     821 

See  Separate  Estate  of  Wife. 

UCEVBE— Tenant  in  common         -  -       Oi 

See  Waste.    1. 

USE — Ship— -Enforcing  of,  in  winding^p       S2& 
See  Injunction  in  WiNniNa-UF. 

LIOET  AEB  AIR'-IfMinetion—AngU  of  45^3 
Where  a  building  was  being  erected  in  a  some- 
what  nanow  street  in  the  City  of  LondaOy  and 
had  already  reached  a  height  which  would  sub- 
tend an  angle  of  45^  at  the  foot  of  the  ancient 
lights  of  the  Plaintiff's  houses  on  the  opposite 
side  of  the  street  :—Heldf  that  the  Plamtiff  was 
entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the  raising 
the  new  building  to  a  greater  height.  Haceztt 
V.  Baus  -----     494 

3. Obscuration^Mandatory  Injunction — 

Damages  under  Lord  Caimtt  Act  (21  *  22  YieL 
e.  27y— Delay  and  Aequiesoenoe.J  In  a  suit  by 
the  owner  and  occupier  of  a  house  and  workshop 
complaining  of  the  obscuration  of  his  ancient 
lights  by  the  Defendant  raising  a  low  party  wall 
distant  only  eight  feet  from  his  windows  to  a 
height  of  twenty-six  feet:— Held,  that  as  the 
Plaintiff  had  not  lost  his  right  to  relief  by  delay 
or  acquiescence,  he  wss  entitled  to  a  mandatory- 
injunction  for  the  removal  of  the  additional 
building. — The  circumstances  under  which  the 
Court  will  grant  a  mandatory  injunction  instead 
of  damages  under  Lord  Cairwf  /(rf  (21  &  22  Vict. 
0. 27)  considered.    Smith  v.  Smith  -  -     500* 

—  Collateral  agreement  as  to — ^Lease     -     444 

See  Collateral  Aosebment. 

—  Temporary   obstruction — Improper  use  of 

street  ~         *         -  -       2& 

See  Tbmforabt  KuiaAKCK.  1. 
LnOTATIOEB,  STATUTE  07— (3  d:  4  W0L  4,  c 
27),  s.  2S^— Tenant  in  Tadr—D^ecHve  AMturance— 
SubstittOing  Life  Estates  ^  PoesessionA  laods 
limited  in  equity  to  T.,  F^  and  /  s  wife 
E,  successively  for  life,  with  remainder  to  tlie 
first  and  other  sons  of  F.  and  E,  suooeasiTely 
in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  JS".  in  tail 
general,  with  remainders  over,  were  in  th& 
year  1835.^  without  the  consent  of  T.,  tiie  pro- 
tector of  the  settlement,  by  deed  inroUed,  le- 


n 


Bq.  Vol.  XX.] 


INDEX. 


821 


XDOTATIONSy  STATim  OY-Humtinued, 

oiiing,  contraty  to  the  fact,  the  seiBin  in  fee 
fiimple  of  F.,  conveyed  by  JP.,  E.  joining  to 
transfer  or  bar  ber  dower,  to  a  purchaser  in  fee 
simple:  and  tho  purchaser  then  entered  into 
possession.  T.  died  in  1848.  F,  died  without 
issue  in  1859,  and  E.  died  in  1873  i—Held,  that 
ontil  1873  the  possession  of  the  purchaser  was  a 
possession  by  virtue  of  the  subsisting  life  estates, 
And  nut  of  the  estate  tail  in  remainder  of  F.,  and, 
consequently,  was  not  a  possession  the  continuance 
of  which  for  the  period  of  twenty  years  would, 
under  the  23rd  section  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
dioM.  bar  the  remainders  over.    Mill  v.  Capsl 

[698 

2.  Disioluiion  of  Pturtnerskip—Debt  due 

from  Solicitors  and  General  AgenU  to  Client — Pati 
Payment  by  ooiUintiing  Partner — Staiutee  of  Limi- 
taUon— Express  Trust— Mercantils  Law  Amend" 
ment  Act^  1856.]  After  a  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship, by  which  the  continuing  partner  covenanted 
inter  alia  to  pay  tho  debts  and  to  pay  the  retiring 
partner  a  sum  equal  to  half  the  next  half-veor^s 
profits : — Held,  that  part  payment  of  a  debt  by 
the  continuing  partner  during  the  said  half-year 
could  not  be  set  up  against  the  retiring  partner 
as  an  answer  to  the  Statutes  of  Limitation : — Hddf 
also,  tiiut  though  the  debt  was  from  solicitors  to 
a  client  in  respect  of  moneys  received,  there  was 
no  express  trust  to  exclude  the  operation  of  the 
statutes.    Watson  v.  Woodman      -         -     721 

Costs    of  obtaining  Act — Abandonment — 

Railway       -      ,  -  -         -     197 

See  ABAKDONMKirr  ov  Bailwat. 

Debt  barred  by — Bet-off  against  share  under 

intestacy      -  -  -  -     644 

See  Bet-ofp  iw  Equity.    3. 

Heir-at-law— Bevoked  devise  -     428 

See  REvocATioif  of  Gnrr. 

UaVIDATIOH  BT  ABBAHGEICEHT— Costs  780 

See  Costs  in  Liquidation. 

Fraudulent  preference  -  -       68 

See  FRAUDULzara*  Pretesekce.    1. 

Beceiver  and  manager  -  -     291 

See  Bbceiveb.    2. 

Besolntion  for    -  -  -  -     775 

See  Bbsolution  fob  Liquidation. 

Subsequent  bankruptcy         -  -     777 

See  Adjudication  without  Petition, 

Undischarged   debtoi^Sccond  liquidation 

petition        -  -  -  -     743 

See  Undischabqed  Debtor. 

UQUn)  ATOB  —  Winding^p  —  AppoinimerU  of 
LufuidatorS'—Notice  of  Meeting —tntereU  on  im- 
paid  CaUs.^  .  After  a  winding-up  resolution  has 
been  passed  liquidators  may  be  appointed  at  a 
meeting  without  special  uotioe  of  tlie  intention  to 
propose  their  nppointment. — Provisions  in  articles 
us  to  interest  on  calk  do  not  apply  to  calls  made 
l>y  liquidators.  In  re  Welsh  Flannel  and  Tweed 
Company        -----     360 


LOBI)  KAT0B*8  OOITBT— Prohibition 
See  Prohibition.    1,  2. 

XOWEB  SCALE  07  CCBT8  - 

See  Taxation  or  Costs.    2. 
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XAHAOEB— Mine — Contract  to  purchase — Suit 
to  rescind     -  -  .  -     373 

See  BiCBnrER.    3. 

XAHDATOBT   DrJUKCTIOir— Dehiy^-Ancient 
lights  -         -  -  .     800 

See  LiOBT  and  Air.    2. 

XAHDATOBT  OBDBB— Femlor  and  Purchaser 
— Agreement  for  Sale  of  Fixtures  at  Valuation  by 
Person  named — Specific  PerfornMnce — Interloeu' 
toty  ApplieaUon,']  Where  an  agreement  has  been 
entered  into  for  the  sale  of  a  house  at  a  iized  price, 
and  of  the  fixtures  and  furniture  therein  at  a 
valuation  by  a  person  named  by  both  parties,  and 
he  undertakes  the  valuation,  but  if  refused  per* 
mission  by  the  vendor  to  enter  the  premises  for 
that  purpose,  the  Court  will  make  a  mandatory 
order  to  compel  the  vendor  to  allow  the  entry  to 
enable  the  valuation  to  proceed. — The  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  make  any  interlocutory  order  which 
is  reasonably  asked  as  ancillary  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice  at  the  heooDg.  Smith  v.  Peters 

[811 

XABBIAOS  BETTLEIGEHT— <:!ov6nant  to  settle — 

Property  of  husband         -  -     884 

See  Covenant  to  settle. 

Bectifloation  of  -         -        686. 789 

See  Beotification  of  Settlement.  1, 2. 

XZETmO    OS*  8EABXE0LBEB&— Discretion  as 
to  calling — Interference  of  Court  -     669 
See  Interference  with  Manaoemekt 
OF  Company.    1. 

Xnir— Value  of— Partnership        -         -       28 
See  Partnership  Assets. 

MIHS— Contract  to  purchase— Suit  to  rescind  878 

i^MBBCErVER.     3. 

•^—  License  by  tenant  in  common  to  get  coal  84 
See  Waste.    1. 

XnOOHDUCr— Management   of  sale— Opening 
biddings       -         -  -  •       77 

See  Auction. 

UBUBASIirO  CORDmOSB  OF  SALE     -       60 

See  Conditions  of  Sale. 

]Q8BSFBX8S]rTAII0V  IH  FB08PECTU8— Cbm- 
paniee  Act,  1867,  s,  88 — Antecedent  Contract-— Pro- 
moter.'] In  July,  1873,  A»  agreed  to  purchase  a 
patent  from  B,  for  £65,000,  payable  partly  in  cash 
and  partly  by  an  allotment  of  shares  in  a  com- 
pany to  be  formed  for  working  the  patent,  with  a 
stipulation  that  A,  should  with  as  little  delay  as 
possible  use  his  best  endeavours  fur  the  formation 
of  such  a  company.  In  October,  1873,  A.  agreed 
with  C,  as  a  trustee  for  the  intended  company, 
for  the  sale  to  him  of  the  patent  for  £125,000, 
payable  in  cash  and  shares,  with  a  proviso  that  A, 
should  be  appointed  numaging  aireotor.  The 
company,  of  which  A,  became  a  director,  was 
formed  in  November,  1873,  and  a  prospectus  was 
iissued  containing  no  mention  of  ^/«  contmot  with 
B, — Upon  motion  by  a  person  who  had  applied 
for  shares  after  seeing  the  prospectus,  for  removal 
of  his  name  from  the  register,  on  the  ground  that 
the  omiBsion  from  the  prospectus  of  the  contract 
by  which  il.  as  a  promoter  purchased  B's  patent 
for  the  purposes  of  the  company  was  fraudulent 
under  tlie  Companiei  Aety  1867,  s.  SSr—HeM, 
that  as  A,  hnd  not  been  shewn  at  the  date  of  his 
contract  with  jB.  to  have  been  a  promoter  of,  or  in 
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mSBEFBESENTATIOir  OT  FBOSPECTTTS— oon<d. 
a  fiduciary  position  towards  the  company  after- 
wards formed,  the  omission  from  the  prospectus 
of  oil  notice  of  that  contract  was  not  fraudulent 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867, 
s.  38. — Semblet  that  if  A.  had  been  an  actual  pro- 
moter of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  sect.  38,  the  remedy 
given  by  that  section  for  fraudulent  omission  was 
against  the  delinquent  promoter,  &o.,  personally, 
and  not  against  the  company  by  removing  the 
name  of  the  shareholder,  who  had  taken  his  £ares 
on  the  faith  of  the  prospectus,  from  the  register : 
— Eeldf  also,  independenfJy  of  the  Companies  Act, 
1867,  tliat  neither  the  omission  from  the  pro- 
spectus of  the  agreement  with  B.,  nor  the  increased 
price  charged  by  A,  on  his  sale  to  the  company  of 
^.'«  patent  afforided  any  ground,  under  the  Cam-' 
ponies  Act,  1862,  s.  35,  for  releasing  shareholders 
who  took  their  shares  in  ignorance  of  these  cir- 
cumstances. In  re  Goal  Ecx)N01II8INQ  Gas  Oom- 
PANT.    Goyeb'sCase  -         -         -     114 

KISTAXE— Settlement-Rectification     666,  789 
See  Rectifioatzon  of  Settlement.  1, 2. 

—  Settlement — Setting  aside      -  -     698 

See  Settd^q  abide  Settlement. 

MODXLa— Costs  of  making— Patent  suit   -     682 
See  Taxation  of  Costs.    4. 

MOBIAE-MILL — ^Nuisance — Railway  compan 
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See  Nuisance  bt  Railway  Company. 

MOBTQAQE — DotIso  of  mortgage  estates— Pur- 
chase of  equity  of  redemption  -  428 
See  Revocation  of  Gift. 

Equitable— Unfinished  ship   -  -     746 

See  Fbaudulent  Pbeference.    2. 

Fraud  of  a  solicitor— Deposit  of  deeds— No- 
tice— Priority         -  -  _     288 
See   PcRCBASB    fob  Value    vhteovt 
Notice. 

—  Land  taken  under  Lands   Clauses  Act — 

Payment  out  of  Court— Costs       -       48 
iSce  Costs  UNDER  Lands  Clauses  Act.  1. 

—  Stock   in    company  —  Specific    bequest  — 

Ademption  -  .  .  .     304 

See  Lboaot,  Specific  or  General. 

H£C£SSABY  LANDS— Reservation  of— Uncer- 
tainty -         -         .  .     492 

See  Uncertain  Agreement. 

HEW  TRIAL  nr  BASKSUFSCY— Time— Bank- 
rupUy  Btdes,  1870,  r.  148.]  Where  a  jury  have 
found  a  yerdict  on  an  issue  of  fact,  but  no  order 
consequent  thereon  has  been  made  by  the  Judge, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  an  application  for  a  new 
trial  should  be  made  within  twenty-one  days  from 
the  finding. — Rule  143  of  the  BatJcruptcy  BtdeSj 
1870,  does  not  apply  to  such  a  case,  either  directly 
or  by  analogy.    Ex  parte  Reader,  In  re  Wrigley 

[768 

NEXT  07  BIN— Set-ofi*— Debt  barred  by  statute 

See  Set-off  in  Equity.    3.  [644 

VOV-TRALER— Petition  for  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy -         -  .         .     7g2 

See  Petition  for  Abjudication. 


NOTICE — Application  to  commit — Completion  of 
time — Sunday        -  -  -     289 

See  Ck)NTEMFT  of  Court. 

Fraud' of  solicitor — Deposit  with  banker 

[SS8 
See   Purchase    for   Value    without 
Notice. 

Meeting  of  shareholders— Appointment  of 

liquidator     -  -  -  -      360 

See  LiQriDATOR. 

Motion — Out  of  jurisdiction  -  -     7S3 

See  Bankruptcy  Jurisdiction.    1. 

Payment  of  debts — ^Purchase  from  trustees 

See  Charob  of  Debts.  [818 

Proceeding — ^Metropolis  Management  Act 

See  Pollution  of  Stream.  [636 

TJltrii  Vires  Act  -  -  -     225 

See  Director's  Liability. 

NT7I8AHGE — Ornamental  garden  in  town  —  In- 
junction -  -  -  -  462 
See  Ornamental  Garden. 

Railway  company — ^Necessary  works       644 

See  NuisANCB  by  Railway  Compaky. 

Public  body— Board  of  Health  -     127 

See  Nuisance  by  Public  Body. 

Temporary         -         -  -  22, 589 

See  Temporary  Nuisance.    1,  2. 

mnSAKOE  BT  PUBUO  BODY— Cbn^rxMi  between 
Local  Board  of  HeaJUh  and  a  Sewige  Compan^f — 
Alleged  Breach  of  Covenant — PubUe  Nwiaamee — 
Bill  for  Injunction — Demurrer — Conirel  of  Engi- 
neering Works  by  the  Court  —  No  aJlegaiitm,  of 
PrifkUe  Injury — Absence  of  AHomey^General  — 
Demurrer  overruled,']  A  local  board  of  health  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  a  sewage  ccKnpany, 
in  pursuance  of  which  they  afterwaids  granted  a 
lease  to  the  company  of  the  sewage  works  of  a 
town,  and  of  a  plot  of  land,  for  a  tenn  of  fourteen 
years,  the  company  covenanting  that  they  would 
durine  the  tenn  keep  the  outfall  of  the  works, 
with  tine  engines,  pumps,  and  apparatus,  in  proper 
working  order,  so  as  to  admit  of  the  firee  now  of 
the  sewage  through  the  sewers  communieating 
with  the  works,  and  so  that  the  same  might  not  at 
any  time  be  stopped. — To  a  bill  by  the  local  board 
against  the  company,  complaining  that  the  com- 
pany's works  were  insufficient  to  treat  the  sewage 
successfully,  that  they  were  pumping  only  a  por- 
tion of  the  sewage  out  of  tiie  sewers,  and  were 
damming  up  or  heading  back  the  residue  in  the 
sewers,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  town,  and  that  the  PlaintifEs  were  being 
threatened  with  proceedings,  and  praying  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  firom  per> 
mitting  the  sewage  to  remain  in  the  sewers,  so  as 
to  be  a  nuisance  or  damage  to  the  Plaintiff  and 
from  damming  up  or  heamng  back  the  sewage  in 
the  sewers,  the  Defendants  demurred,  on  the 
grounds  that  the  Court  could  not  superintend  the 
proper  perfonnance  of  the  works;  that  the  Plain- 
tifis  had  alleged  no  special  danuige ;  and  that  it 
was  not  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  restrain  the 
infringement  of  a  public  tight  at  the  suit  of  a  cor- 
poration,  except  at  the  instance  or  in  the  presence 
of  the  Attorney-General. — ^Demurrer  overruled  ; 
and  injunction  granted.  Nuneaton  Local  Boabd 
V.  General  Sewage  Compakt       -  -     187 
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NXnSAHCE  BT  SAILWAT  OOUOAXr—Ereeiion 

of  Mortar-tniU  —  Injunction  — ItcUlway$  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  Viet.  e.  20),  ss,  IG,  32.] 
The  w(H-da  ^  purposes  atbresaid/'  in  sect.  82  of  the 
Hailtoays  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  refer 
only  to  the  purposes  mentioned  in  that  section. 
The  remedy  against  the  company  in  such  cases 
may  be  by  suit  for  injunction  as  well  as  by  action 
for  damages.  An  Act  is  not  *'  necessary  within 
the  16th  section  of  the  said  Act,  merely  because  it 
enables  the  company  to  execute  their  works  more 
economically. — Where  a  railway  company  for  the 
construction  of  their  works  erected  a  mortar-mill 
on  part  of  their  land  close  to  the  place  of  business 
of  the  Plaintiff,  who  complained  of  the  injury  and 
annoyance  occasioned  by  the  noise  and  yibration : 
— Held,  that  the  mortar-mill  was  not  necessary 
for  the  construction  of  the  line,  and  an  injunc- 
tion granted  accordingly.  Feiywiok  v.  East  Lok- 
DON  Hailwat  Gompant       ...     544 

0HU8  FBOBAKBI^-Presumption  of  death — Ab- 
sence for  seven  years  -  -  186 
See  Pbesuuption  of  Death. 

OPEHIHO  Bn>DINOa-*Mi80onduot  in  sale  77 
See  Auction. 

OBDEB  AND  DISFOSITIOir  —  Partnership  — 
Decree  for  Dissolution — Purchase  of  Business  by 
one  Partner — Possession  under  (he  Order  of  the 
Court—Consent  of  the  True  Ovmer,']  By  the  decree 
in  a  suit  a  partnersliip  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant  was  dissolved,  and  the  business  and 
partnership  property  were  ordered  to  be  sold  as  a 
going  concern,  either  party  being  at  liberty  to 
bid.  Under  a  subsequent  order  the  Plaintiff  be- 
came the  purchaser,  he  having  in  the  meantime 
been  carrying  on  the  business  for  the  benefit  of 
the  purchaser.  Under  the  order  approving  of 
the  purchase  by  him  he  was  allowed  to  go  into 
possession  at  once  as  purchaser.  He  continued  in 
possession  for  some  time,  and  ultimately  became 
cMinkrupt: — HM,thai  under  the  circumstances  the 
business  and  partnership  property  were  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  with  the  consent  of 
the  true  owner.    Graham  v.  HoCclloch  -     897 

OEKAMSHTAL  OAXDES— Contract  with  Agent 
of  Lessees  of  Houses — Right  of  Owners  in  Fee — 
Breach  of  Contract — Equitabis  Jurisdiction — In- 
junction.']  The  owner  in  fee  of  a  g^orden  over 
which  the  tenants  of  his  adjoining  houses  had 
rights  of  enjoyment  and  management: — Held 
entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  continuing 
trespasses  involving  nuisances  in  the  garden  com- 
mitted by  a  person  acting  under  colour  of  a  con- 
tract to  improve  the  garden  entered  into  between 
him  and  the  tenants.    Allen  v.  Mabtin  -     462 

»PABIBHIOHZB''-~Meaning  of— Bona  ^Zdes  606 
See  Eleotion  to  Christ's  Hospital. 

pabuakehtaxt  scale  ot  costs      -     17 

See  Taxation  of  Goffrs.    1. 

PAXT  PATMEHT— Statute  of  Limitations— Con- 
tinuing partner  ...  721 
See  Limitations,  Statute  or.    2. 

PAXTZCEP8  CBIMnnS— Directors  of  company 

See  Director's  Liability.  [226 

PABUXS — ^Attomey-General — ^Publio  and  private 
injury  ....     127 

See  NuiBANCR  bt  Publio  Body. 
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PABTTKS    continued. 

Contract — ^Description— Statute  of  Frauds 

See  Frattds,  Statute  of.  [11 

PABTITIOH  BUJT— Sale— Immediate  Decree  — 
Parties  declared  Trustees  —  Interests  of  Unborn 
Issue — Form  of  Declaration— Trustee  Act,  1850  (13 
*  14  Vict.  c.  60),  s.  ^0— Partition  Act,  1868  (31 
&  82  Vict.  e.  40),  s.  7.]  Where  real  estate  was 
held  by  a  complicated  title  under  which  the 
parties  interested  were  very  numerous  and  unborn 
issue  might  become  entitled  to  legal  estates  :— 
Heldy  thttt  all  persons  in  existence  who  were  in- 
terested ill  the  estate  being  parties  to  a  suit  for 
partition,  and  the  title  being  proved  at  the  hear- 
ing, an  immediate  decree  for  sale  might  be  made 
without  any  preliminary  inquiry ;  that  a  declara- 
tion might  be  made  that  the  parties  to  the  suit 
were,  and  that  unborn  issue  upon  coming  into  ex- 
istence would  be,  trustees  of  their  shares  and 
interests  within  the  meaning  of  the  Trustee  Act^ 
1850 ;  but  that  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee 
and  consequent  vesting  order,  ought  to  be  the  snb- 
iect  of  a  subsequent  application,  and  ought  not  to 
be  made  by  the  decree.  Lees  v,  Coulton.  Iaeb 
V,  Clutton      .....       20 


2. SdU—Limiiation  to  Heirs  of  **  Un- 
born Person**  —  Partition  Act,  1868  (31  d:  82 
Vict.  c.  40),  s.  7—Tru$tee  Act,  1850  (13  d:  14 
Vict,  c  60),  s.  30.]  Under  a  will  an  undivided 
share  of  real  estate  stood  limited  in  remainder 
after  certain  life  estates  and  estates  tiul  to  the 
right  heirs  of  ^.  In  a  partition  suit  to  which  A, 
was  a  party,  a  decree  for  sale  was  made  under  the 
Partition  Act,  1868  :—Hdd,  that  the  interests  of 
the  persons  or  person  who  on  .the  death  of  A. 
would  become  the  right  heirs  or  right  heir  of  ^. 
were  bound  in  equity  by  the  decree : — Heid,  also, 
that  such  persons  were  *'  unborn  "  persons  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  s.  30.   Bab- 

NBTT  V.  MOXON  ....       182 

8.  SdU—PaHition  Act,  1868(31  d:  32 

Vict.  e.  40),  ss.  3,  4,  5 — Undertaking  to  purchase 
by  Married  WomanJ]  The  8rd  and  4th  scotions  of 
the  Partition  Act,  1868,  are  not  controlled  in 
their  operation  by  the  5th  section  of  that  Act. — 
The  undertaking  to  purchase  'mentioned  in  the 
5th  section  of  the  Act  cannot  be  given  by  a 
married  woman  whose  husband  do^  not  join 
therein. — ^Property  consisting  of  a  farmhouse  and 
buildings  ana  thirty  acres  of  land  was  divisible 
into  thirty-«ix  shares ;  fifteen  of  them  were  vested 
in  eight  persons  who  desired  a  sal^  six  of  them 
being  entitled  to  one  thirty-sixth  share  each;  the 
remaining  twenty-one  were  vested  in  a  married 
woman  living  apart  from  her  husband.  The 
married  woman  was  in  occupation  of  the  farm 
and  opposed  a  sale,  and  was  willing  to  give  an  nn- 
dertakmg  to  purchase  the  fifteen  shares,  but  her 
husband  did  not  join  therein.  There  was  evi- 
dence that  the  property  would  sell  advantage- 
ously for  other  than  agricultural  purposes : — Held. 
that  the  owners  of  the  fifteen  shares  were  entitled 
to  a  sale  xmder  the  5th  section  of  the  Partition 
Act,  1868,  because  the  owner  of  the  remaining 
shares  coidd  not  give  a  valid  undertaking  to  pur- 
chase their  shaves : — Held,  also,  that  a  sue  ought 
to  be  directed  under  the  Srd  seotiqn,  on  account 
of  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the  number  of 
the  parties  interested,  and  beoaiue  in  the  opinion 
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PABTinOir  BUn— continued. 

of  the  Court  a  sale  would  be  more  beneficial  for 
the  parties  interested  than  a  division  among  them. 
Dbikkwateb  v.  Batoliffe   -         .         -     628 


4. 


Sale — Order  at  Hearing — Partition 


Act,  1868  (31  &  32  VicL  e.  40),  «.  9.]  An  order 
for  sale  of  real  estate  under  the  Partition  Ad, 
1868,  cannot  be  made  at  the  hearing,  unless  all 
persons  interested  in  the  propertj  are  parties  to 
the  cause.    Mjldmat  v,  Quicke     -         -     587 

FAXTHES8HIF— Agreement  to  share  profits  381 
See  PKBCEFTiON  OF  Pabtmebship  Pb;ofits. 

Agreement  as  to  payment  of  share  of  de- 
ceased partner  ...  564 
See  Joint  and  Sbybbal  Liabilitt.    1. 

Assets— Value  of  mill  -         -         -      86 

See  Pabtnebship  Assets. 

—— Dissolution—Payment  of  part  of  debt  by 
consentiDg  partner  -  -         .     721 

See  Limitations,  Statute  op.    2. 

Dissolution — Purchase   of   assets  by   one 

partner — Order  and  disposition  -  887 
^e  Obdeb  and  Disposition. 

PAXTHESSHIP  ABBBtB—Prdfits^Capilal—Riee 
in  Value  of  Mill  and  fixed  Plant^  On  the  forma- 
tion of  a  pertnership  it  was  agreed  that  the 
business  should  be  carried  on  at  a  mill  belonging 
to  R.,  one  of  the  partners ;  and  J?,  was  credited  in 
the  books  of  the  partnership  with  the  value  of  the 
mill.  From  time  to  time  sums  were  expended  in 
making  additions  to  and  improvements  in  the 
mill;  and  in  the  yearly  balance-sheets  the  mill 
was  entered  at  the  original  value,  increased  by 
the  amount  so  expended,  but  less  a  certain  amount 
for  depreciation ;  and  the  partners  were  allowed 
interest  on  the  sums  from  time  to  time  standing  to 
their  capital  accounts : — Held,  that  in  the  absence 
of  any  special  agreement  the  mill  was  an  asset  of 
the  partnership,  and  that  on  a  sale  of  the  business, 
under  which  the  purchase-money  of  the  mill  was 
largely  in  excess  of  its  value  in  the  books,  the  dif- 
ference was  profit  divisible  in  the  proportions  in 
which  the  profits  of  the  business  were  divisible  at 
the  time  of  the  sale.  Bobinson  v.  Ashton.  Ash^ 
ton  v.  Bobinson         -         -         -         -      26 

PATENT— Disclaimer— Taking  off  the  file      346 

See  Taking  off  the  File. 
PATEKT  SUIT— Actual  User^In/ringement— In- 
terim InjunctionJ]  An  interim  Injunction  will 
not  be  granted  to  restrain  infringement  of  a  patent 
several  years  old  but  never  established  by  legal 
proceedings,  unless  there  has  been  actual  user  of 
the  patent  for  a  Considerable  time.  Plympton 
r.  Maldolxbon  -  •  *  -  87 
Costs — Models — Scientific  witnesses       632 

See  Taxation  o^  Coen.    4. 
PAYMENT — Dividends  on  preference  shares  666 

See  Patuent  of  Diyitbnds. 

- —  Into  Court— Trustees  Belief  Act— Costs  661 

See  Trustbks  Belief  Act. 
Out  of  Court— Petition  service— Costs       48 

See  Costs  undeb  Lands  Clauses  Act.  1. 
Out  of  Court— Settled  Estates  Act— Tenant 

in  tail  -  -         .         -     872 

See  Patmbnt  cut  op  Cocbt. 

PAYMENT  OF  DIVISBinMI -^Company— Ptv/er- 
ential  Dividend-^Payment  of  Arrears  out  of  aub- 
eeguent  ProfiU,']    The  directors  of  a  limited  com- 


PAYKENT  OF  NYWESM-^sontinued. 

pany,  under  the  authority  of  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation, and  with  the  sanction  of  a  general 
meeting,  issued  preference  capital  carrying  a  divi- 
dend at  £10  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  half- 
yearly  : — Heldj  on  demurrer,  that,  if  the  profits 
of  any  year  were  insufficient  to  pay  the  diraend 
in  full  to  the  preference  shareholders,  the  defi- 
ciency might  be  made  good  out  of  subsequent 
profits.    Webb  v.  Eable      .         -  -     6IMI 

PAYICEHT  OtJT  OF  COTIET  —  Pradtos— Leases 
and  Sale$  of  Settled  Estates  Act—Tenant  in  TaU— 
Disentailing  Deed  unnecessary/,']  No  disentailini^ 
deed  is  required  on  payment  out  of  Court  under  the 
Leases  and  Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Act  of  a  fund 
to  a  party  who  would  have  been  in  the  position  of 
a  tenant  in  tail  of  the  land  represented  by  the 
fund.    In  re  Wood's  Settled  Estates     -     972 

PE&  CAPITA  AND  PES  8TIBPEB— Direction  to 
distribute  as  the  law  directs  -  410 
See  Distbibctions,  Statute  of. 

PEBOEPTIOK   OP  PABTNEBSHIP   PBOPIXB — 

Principal  and  Agent  —  Partnership  —  Umder- 
writing  Business — Agreement  to  share  PtoJU*.^ 
An  agreement  dated  in  August,  1864  (previouaily 
to  the  passing  of  the  Act  28  &  29  Vict.  o.  84^ 
provided  that  an  undervviiting  account  at  Uoyd^s 
I  should  be  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  the  subscription  paid  In  liis  nazne ; 
that  all  policies,  losses,  and  averages  ahonld 
be  signed  and  settled  by  the  Defendant,  or 
by  the  PlaintifiT  as  his  agent ;  that  the  Plafntifif 
should  apply  the  whole  or  such  part  of  hia  time 
and  attention  to  the  said  business  as  might  be  re> 
quired  for  conducting  tbe  same;  that  proper 
books  of  accounts  should  be  kept  by  the  Plainnff, 
he  obtiiiniug  such  assistance  from  time  to  time  a^ 
he  might  find  necessary,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Defendant';  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  paid  or 
allowed  a  salary  of  £150  by  the  Defendant ;  that 
the  profits  should  be  divided  between  the  PlaintifiT 
and  tbe  Defendant  in  the  following  proportions, 
viz.,  that  the  Defendant  should  be  entitled  to 
four-fifths  and  the  PlaintifiT  to  one-filfth  ;  that  if 
in  any  one  year  the  business  i^ould  not  yield  any 
profit,  but  a  loss  should  accrue  to  tlie  Defendant, 
then  he  alone  should  bear  and  pay  the  said  loss, 
and  the  Plaintiif  should  be  entirely  exempt  fram 
bearing  or  paying  any  part  or  proportion  Uiereof, 
and  any  profit  arising  from  the  business  «f  any 
one  tear  uhould  not  be  set  off  against  or  reduced 
by  the  loss  ia  any  other  year ;  and  fliat  if  after 
the  division  of  profits  in  any  onfi  year  any  unex- 
pected claim  or  demand  should  be<  made  upon  the 
partners,  they  should  advanoe  and  pay  their  le- 
spective  proportions  thereof,  nevertheless  so  that 
the  Plaintiff  be  not  called  upon  to  pay  any  greater 
sum  of  money  in  respect  of  tUe  bus.ness  of  any 
one  year  than  the  amount  of  the  sum  he  should 
then  have  received  as  and  for  hia  share  of  the 
profits  in  respect  of  the  business  for  tliat  same 
year  : — Held^  that  the  contract  was  one  of  hiring 
and  service,  and  not  of  partnership.  Boss  v. 
Pabkyns         -----     831 

PETinoir— Adjudication  of  bankruptcy  762, 782 
See  PjmriON  ixm  Aivcdioatiqn.    1,  2. 

— —  Adjudication  of  bankruptcy— When  not  ne- 
cessaiy  -  -  -  -  777 
See  Adjxtdioatiok  withoitt  PsnTiON. 
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Lands  Clauses  Act— Costs     -  48,470 

See  Costs  xtkdeb  Lands  Clauses  Aot. 
1.3. 


Liquidation — Service  of,  before  discharge' 

See  Undischaboed  Debtor.  [748 

FETinOH  FOB  ADTUDlCAXian  —  Petitioning 
Creditot^s  Debt-- EquiUMe  Atsignfie  of  Debt— 
bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  d:  33  Vict,  c.  71),  8.  6.] 
The  equitable  assignee  of  a  debt  can  present  a 
bankruptcy  petition  against  the  debtor  without 
joining  the  assignor  as  a  oo-petitioner.  Ex  parte 
Cooper.    InreBxiLux       ...     762 


2.  Petitioning  Creditoi^t  Debt  —  Non- 
Trader — Dd)t  contracted  after  the  panting^  hut 
before  the  coming  into  operation,  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1861 — Covenant  to  repay  a  apecifio  Sum,  and 
further  Advances^Bankruptcy  Acty  1869  (32  &  33 
Vict.  c.  71),  9. 118— Bankruptcy  Act,  1861  (24  <fc 
25  Vict,  c,  134).  88.  90.  ZS2—Ban1mtptey  Bepeal 
Act,  1869  (32  <fc  33  Vict  c.  83),  «.  20.]  A  non- 
trader  cannot  be  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  in  respect 
of  a  debt  contmoted  before  the  day  on  which  the 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  came  into  operation. — ^By 
a  mortgage  deed  the  mortgagor  oovenanted  to  pay 
the  original  mortgage  debt  and  any  farther  sums 
which  might  be  advaneed  to  him  by  the  mort- 
gagee : — Held,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  the  pre- 
sentation of  a  bankruptcy  petition  against  tbe 
mortgagor,  the'  obligation  to  repay  the  further 
advances  oonstituted  a  debtoontzacted  at  the  date 
of  the  mortgage  deed.  £z  parte  Bashleiqh.  In 
re  Dalzell      ......     782 

FETinOKIKO  OSEDHOB— Bankruptcy  762,782 
See  PETmoK  for  Adjttdicatiok.    1,  2. 

PLACSS  OT  W0B8EIP  SITES  ACT,  1873  (36  dt  37 
Vict.  c.  50). «.  l—SetOed  E8tate— Grant  by  Tenant 
for  Life — Infant  Remainderman — Concurrence  of 
Guaraian — Jurisdiction.']  Where  the  concur- 
rence of  a  guardian  for  an  infant  remainderman  is 
required  to  a  grant  of  land  by  a  tenant  for  life  in 
possession  as  a  site  for  a  church,  under  36  &  37 
Vict  c.  50,  8. 1,  the  guardian  by  nature  of  such 
infiint  is  not  the  proper  person  to  concur. — ^In 
such  a  case  the  0)urt  has  no  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point a  guardian.    In  re  Marqdis  op  Salisbury 

[627 
PLAXT — Partnership — ^Bise  in  value         •       25 
See  Partksesbip  Assets. 

PLZADIVa  — Bill  by  individual  shareholder 
against  company  -  «  888,474 
See  Suit  bt  Shareuolosb.    1, 2. 

— — ^  Forei^  state  made  Defendants  «-  140 
See  FoBCQH  Statb. 

FOUtmOir  OT  VrBJUM—InJunctUm^Metro- 
polie  Management  Amendment  Act,  1862  (25  dk  26 
Vict.  c.  102),  8. 106— Notice  of  Proceeding.^  The 
provisions  of  25  ft  26  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  106,  requiring 
one  month's  notice  to  be  served  before  instituting 
anyproceeding  against  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  or  any  district  board  in  respect  of  any- 
thing done  or  intended  to  be  done  under  their 
Parliamentary  powers,  do  not  affect  the  right  of  a 
riparian  owner,  whose  stream  is  being  polluted 
by  the  drainage  works  of  a  district  board,  to  sum- 
mary relief  by  injunotlon.— The  autliority  over 
sewers,  and  the  drainage  powers  nven  by  Parlia- 
ment to  local  boards,  do  not  authorize  the  com- 


POLLUnOir  OF  VHREAX—cotUinued. 
mittal  of  a  nuisance  by  the  boards  in  their  exer- 
cise  of  such   powers.     Attobnet-Genebal  v, 
Hacknxt  Local  Board       ...     026 

P0BTI0H-— Statute  of   Distributions— Advance- 
ment ....     155 

See  Advakcrhekt.    1. 

P068ES8I0K  — A  d verse  —  Defective  assurance  — 
Statute  of  Limitations 
See  LDfiTATiONS,  Statote  of.    1. 

Receiver — Bankruptcy — Disturbance 

See  Receiver.    1. 
Settled  Estates  Act— Separate,  use    - 

See  Settled  Estates  Act. 

Under  order  of  the  Court 

See  Order  and  Disposition. 

POWER — Appointment  under  two  special  powers 

[699 
See  AppODTniENT  under  Special  Powers. 

-^  Sale — Charge  of  debts  if  personalty  insuffl- 


282 
297 


-     887 


cient 

See  Charge  of  Debts. 
PRACTICE — Appeal  in  winding-up 

See  Appeal  in  Winding-up. 
Bankruptcy — Appeal    - 

See  Bankruptcy  Appeal. 


-     848 


-  687 

-  lid 


-     780 


Bankruptcy — Costs  in  liquidation 
See  Costs  in  Liquidation. 

Bankruptcy — New  trial  -  -     788 

See  New  Trial  in  Banehuptct. 
Bill  by  foreign  state — Cross  bill — Discovery 


[140 
289 


-     469 


See  Foreign  State. 
Computation  of  time— Sunday 
See  Contempt  of  Court. 

Contempt  of  Court 

See  Contehpt  of  Court. 
Costs  of  co-Defendants  - 

See  Costs  of  co-Defendants. 

Costs— Third  counsel — Skilled  witness    660 
See  Taxation  of  Costs.    5. 

Costs  under  Lands  Clauses  Act        48, 869, 

[470,  606 
See  Costs  under  Lands  Clauses  Aot. 
1—4. 
Mandatory  order — Valuation  -  -     611 

See  Mandatory  Order. 

ParUtionsuit     -  -      20,182,628,687 

See  Partition  Suit.    1—4. 

Patent— Taking  off  the  file     -  -     846 

See  Taking  off  the  File. 
Payment  out  of  Court  to  tenant  in  tail   872 

See  Patmbnt  out  of  Court. 
Public  Worship  Sites  Act — Concurrence  of 

guardian      ......     527 

See  Public  Worship  Bites  Act. 

Settled  Estates  Act      -  .         .     297 

See  Settled  Estates  Aot. 

Submission  to  arbitration*-Lands  Clauses 
Act 89 

See  SuRHissiON  to  Arbitration. 
Taxatkm  of  costs  17,  449, 462, 682,  660 

See  Tasultion  of  Costs.    1 — 5. 
Trustee  Relief  Act— Cobts      -         -     661 

See  Trustee  Belief  Act. 
Vendor  and  PaiehEBer  Act     -         -     179 

See  Wife's  Chose  in  Aorioir.    1. 
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FSACnCE— oonhnue(2. 

—«  Wife  suing  as /(smejoltf  -  -     464 

See  Wife's  Chose  in  Action.    2. 

FBEFSREHGE  SHAKES— Payment  of  dividends 
— Subsequent  profits  -  -     556 

See  Payment  of  Dividends. 

FBSnBENCE  ^EAREHOLDEBS— Surplus  assets 
—Priority    -  -  -  -       59 

See  DiSTBiBrTioN  of  SmtPLUS  Assets. 

PSS88UBE — Fraudulent  preference  -     768 

See  FRirDULENT  Pbefebencb.    8. 

FBESniCFTIOH  07  IXEATK—Tenant  for  Ufe— 
Mortgage-^ Evidence  of  Death  or  Li/e—Penon 
not  heard  of  for  Seven  Yean — Onue  Prohandi.'] 
A  tenant  for  life  entitled  beneficially  under 
a  will  assigned  her  interests  to  secure  the  repay- 
ment of  certain  advances,  and  the  premiums 
on  policies  on  her  life.  At  the  end  of  March, 
1866,  a  small  sum  of.  money— usually  paid  quar- 
terly— was  paid  to  her.  Shortly  afterwards  she 
went  on  a  pedestrian  tour,  and  had  never  been 
heard  of  since.  The  smnll  sum  whioh  became 
payable  at  the  end  of  June  was  never  applied 
for: — Heldf  that  the  presumption  was  that  she 
was  dead ;  that  on  the  evidence  she  oould  not  be 
presumed  to  have  died  before  June,  1866;  but 
that  she  must  be  taken  to  have  died  soon  after 
June,  1866.    IIickhan  v.  Upsall    -  -     136 

FBIOBITT — Liquidation  by  arrangement  —  Dis- 
tribution of  assets— Costs  *  -     780 

See  OOSTS  ZN  LlQt'IDATION. 

—^  Notice— Fraud  of  solicitor       -  -     888 

See    PCBCHASE     FOB     YaLUB     WITHOUT 
NOTIOB. 

— —  Preference  shareholders — Surplus  assets   59 
See  Distribution  of  Surplus  Assets. 

PBIVATZ  nrjlTKY— Allegation  of  -     187 

See  Nuisance  bt  Public  Bodt. 

FS07IT8 — Agreement  to  share— Partnership  831 
See  Pekobftiqn  of  Pabtnebship  Pbofits. 


Partnership — Rise  in  value  of  plant  - 
See  Partnership  Assets. 
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nORIlinoir— ITatie  of  Juriedictum—Prohibi' 
Hon  at  inefanee  of  Defendant — Mayor's  Court  of 
London  Procedwe  Aet,  1857  (20  d:  21  Vtct. 
e.  civil.),  8. 15.]  The  Defendant  in  an  action  in  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court  may  obtain  a  writ  of  prohibition, 
notwithtitanding  the  15th  section  of  the  Mayor's 
Court  of  London  Procedure  Aot^  1857,  which  enacts 
that  "no  defendant  shall  be  permitted  to  object  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  or  by  any  proceed- 
ing what80<ver  except  by  plea ; "  the  real  effect  of 
that  section  being  only  to  limit  the  modes  of  ob- 
jecting within  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  to  the 
jurisdiction.— Afanntno  v.  Farguhareon  (30  L.  J. 
(Q.E)  22)  not  followed.    Jacobs  v.  Bbett  -         1 

8.  —  Mayor's  Court— Jurisdiction — Discre- 
tion of  Superior  Court.^  When  a  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion has  b«eii  issued  to  restraia  proceedings  in  the 
Mayor's  Court  on  the  application  of  a  stranger  to 
the  suit,  it  cannot  be  sustained  unless  he  can 
shew  that  the  Court  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction 
both  with  reference  to  the  facts  and  the  law,  and 
then  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  superior 
Court  whether  or  not  to  set  it  aside. — Worthington 
V.  Jefferies  (Law  Rep.  10  C.  P.  379)  not  followed. 
Chahbbbs  V.  Gbebn   -         -         <-         •     558 


PSOKOTEB  07  COXFAinr— Agracment  with — 

Paid-up  shares       ...     580 
See  FiDUCiABT  Relation. 
Agreement  to  indemnify  against  costs     ttO 

See  AOBKEMENT  TO  INDEMNIFT. 

nOMOTEB  —  Company  —  Misrepresentation  — 
Prospectus  -  -  -  -      114 

See  MiSREPBEBENTATlON  IN  PBOSPfiOTUS. 

FB007  —  Bankruptcy  —  Joint  and  separate 
estates         -  -         -  -     797 

See  Joint  and  Sxpabatb  EffTATss. 

— —  Bankruptcy— Secured  creditor  -     273 

See  Cbbditob  bolding  BEocumr. 

FBOSPEOTUB— Misrepresentation  -  -     114 

See  M18BEPBESENTAT10N  IN  Pbosfectc^. 

FBOTBOnOK  ORDER  ^Married  woman  -  454 
See  Wife's  Chose  in  Action.    1,  2. 

PROTECTOR  OT  BETrLBXSST^EitaU   2btZ— 

Disentailing  Assurance— Thco  or  more  Owners  of 
prior  Estate — Undivided  Shares — Fines  and  Bt- 
eoveries  Act  (fi  d:  4  WiU,  4,  e.  74),  «.  23.]  Free- 
holds stood  liiuittid  to  A.,  B.,  C^  and  D.  jointlv 
for  life,  remainder  in  fifths  to  them  and  E.  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail  male,  with  cross  re- 
mainders in  tail  male. — A.^  without  the  consent  of 
E^  C,  or  2>.|  and  in  the  lifetime  of  E^  who  after- 
wards died  without  issue,  executed  a  disentailing 
deed  of  his  estates  tail  z-^Held,  that  A,  was  pro- 
tector not  merely  of  an  aliquot  shsjre  of  the  es^te. 
but  specifically  of  his  original  fifth  share,  and  also 
of  the  fourth  of  E.'s  fifth  in  remainder  after  K*e 
estate  tail;  and  consequently  that  the  original 
fifth  share  of  A.,  and  also  his  fourth  of  E.'s  fiOh 
share,  were  effectually  disentailed.  Tcfhbll  9. 
BOBBELL  -----      194 

PUBLIC  KUIBAKGE— Board  of  health  -  18T 
See  Nuisance  bt  Pi;blig  Bout. 

PURCHABE  FOR  TALtJE  WITHOUT  VOtlCE— 

Solicitor — Fraud — Priority »]      W.,  the  acting 
trustees  of  a  maniage  sottlemeat,  duly  advanced 
£2000,  part  of  the  trust  funds,  upon  mortgage 
of  real  estate,  of  which  he  took  a  conTeTsnoe 
to  himself  and  his  co-trustee,  and  obtained  pos- 
session of  the  title-deeds.    C,  the  mortgagor,  was 
a  client  of  TF.,  who  was  a  solicitor.    Aftcrwanis 
TT.  fraudulently  handed  over  all  the  deed:»  to  C. 
C  suppressed  the  mortgage  deeds,  and  deposited 
the  rest,  in  March,  1865,  with  a  bank  to  secure 
his  current  account.    The  manager  of  the  bank 
requiring  a  certificate  of  title,  C  referred  him  to 
TK.,  who  signed  a  certificate,  in  the  manager's 
handwriting,  at  the  foot  of  the  memorandum  of 
deposit :  **  1  hereby  certify  that  Mr.  0.  has  a  good 
title  to  the  above  properties,"  for  which  the  bknk 
paid  him  a  fee.    In  186S  W,  became  bankrupt, 
whereupon  the  fact  of  the  deposit  with  the  bank 
was  discovered  by  the  co-tra«itce  and  the  benefi- 
ciaries ;  and  the  bank  were  ioformed  of  the  trus- 
tees' daim.    In  1869  C.  died,  and  the  mortgage 
deeds  coidd  not  be  found.  In  1873  TT.  died.-^n 
bill  by  the  beneficiaries  and  suryiving  trustee  of 
the  settlement  against  the  bank,  praying  for  a  de- 
claration that  the  Plaintiff^  were  first  mortgagees, 
and  for  delivery  up  of  the  title-deeds : — HM,  Uwt 
by  reason  of  tlie  fraud  of  W,  notice  of  the  fintt 
mortgage  could  not  be  imputed  thnmgh  him  to 
the  bank,  and  that  the  bank  were  mortpigees  for 
Talue  withoat  notice  of  the  fnrior  mortiiBgtt.-^ 
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PUBOHASB  TOB  VALITS  WITHOVT  VOUOK— 

continued. 

Decree  against  the  bank  for  foreclosnre  simply, 
following  Heaih  t.  Crealoek  (Law  Rep.  10  Ch.  22), 
without  any  order  for  delivery  up  of  the  title- 
deedfl. — Secondary  eyidence  of  the  miaaing  dee^ls 
having  been  duly  made  and  executed,  admitted, 
and  found  sufficient,    Waldt  v.  Gbat      -     238 

PUBOHASE-HOjrXY— -Lands  Glauses  Act— > He- 
investment — Costs  -  .  -  605 
See  Costs  vhder  Lands  Clauses  Act.  4. 

<ltr AIinOAXIOK--Oharity— Pariahioners  -  606 
See  Eleotiok  to  Chbi^'s  Hospital. 

SAUWAT — ^Abandonment — ^Return  of  deposit 

See  Abandonment  op  Kailwat.       [197 

BAHWAY  CpMPAKY— Nuisance  by— Necessary 
works  ,  -  -  -     044 

See  Nuisance  by  Railway  Company. 


'Didurhance  ofPoeeeasion — Contempt 
— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  db  33  Viet,  c  71), 
«s.  12, 13,  20,  M^Bankruptey  Rulef,  1870,  rr.  260, 
299.1  Where  a  receiver  of  a  bankrupt's  property 
has  oeen  appointe<l  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
it  is  a  contempt  of  Court  for  the  holder  of  a  valid 
bill  of  sale  of  goods  of  the  bankrupt  to  oust  the  re- 
<seiver  from  possession  which  he  has  taken  of  such 
goods. — The  only  person  who  may  interfere  with 
the  possession  of  a  receiver  is  a  landlord  distrain- 
ing for  a  years  rent — Any  other  person  who 
clioms  a  better  title  than  the  receiver  ought  to 
Apply  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  leave  to 
enforce  his  rights. — Ex  parte  TiU  (Law  Rep. 
16  Eq.  97)  explained.  Ex  parte  Odchranb.  In  re 
Mead    ------     282 

2.  —  Liquidation — Beceiver  and  Manager — 
Inveitiaation  of  Delttor't  Affairt — Valuation  of 
Debtor  8  Afseta — Costs — Employment  of  Dthtcr  to 
csiitt  in  Management  of  Business— -Bemuneration 
—Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict,  e.  71), 
M.  26,  9%— Bankruptcy  BuUe,  1873,  rr.  260,  261, 
262.1  A  receiver  and  manager  of  the  property 
and  business  of  traders  who  had  filed  a  liquidation 
petition  was  appointed  by  the  Court  under  Rule 
260.  Without  obtaining  any  previous  sanction 
from  the  Court  or  the  creditors,  lie  expended  a 
considerable  sum  in  obtaining  a  valuation  of  the 
debtor's  assets,  and  lie  also  employed  the  debtors 
to  assist  in  monaginff  the  business  at  a  weekly 
salary : — Held,  that  the  Court  had  a  discretion  as 
to  allowing  the  sums  so  expended,  and  that 
under  the  circumstances  they  had  been  properly 
allowed:— JSeld,  also,  that  the  sanction  of  the 
Court  to  the  expenditure  could  be  given  after  it 
had  been  made. — It  is  the  duty  of  a  receiver, 
whether  appointed  by  the  Court  or  nominated  by 
the  creditors,  to  investigate  the  state  of  the 
debtor's  affairs,  and  infonn  the  creditors  at  their 
first  meeting  what  he  believes  to  be  the  value  of 
the  debtor's  assets.    Ex  parte  Gordon.    In  re 

GOMEBSALL        -----      291 

8.  — —  Contract  to  purchase  a  Mine — Suit  to 
re$eind  Contract — Appointment  of  Receiver  and 
Manager."]  In  a  salt  by  the  purchaser  of  a  coal 
mine  to  rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground  of 
fraadoleni  misrepresentations,  it  being  essential 
that  the  mine  shuuld  be  kept  in  a  going  state,  the 


itinued. 

Court,  upon  the  application  of  the  purchaser,  who 
was  in  possession  of  the  colliery,  appointed  a  re- 
ceiver and  manager  until  the  hearing.  Gibbs  v. 
David  ----.-     878 


Costs  of— Liquidation  - 

See  Cosn^  in  Liquidation. 
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BECTIFICATIOH  OF  BSTTLSXEST^Ward  of 
Court — Settlement  of  Pertonal  Estate — Limitation 
on  Death  of  Husband  and  in  default  of  Children 
to  Next'  of  Kin  of  surviving  Wife — Rectification 
by  giving  the  Property  to  Wife  absolutely.'}  By  a 
marriage  settlement  executed  in  pursuance  of  arti- 
cles made  under  the  order  of  the  Court  on  the 
marriage  of  a  lady,  an  infant  and  a  ward  of  Court, 
personalty  of  the  wife  was  limited  on  death  of  the 
husband  and  in  defonlt  of  children,  both  which 
events  happened,  to  the  wife,  as  she  should  bj 
will  appoint,  and  in  default  to  her  next  of  kin. — 
l.'iXin  her  uncontradicted  evidence  that  this  was 
not  in  aooordanee  with  her  intention : — J7e2d,  that 
sue  was  entitled  to  have  the  settlement  rectified 
by  limiting  the  property,  in  the  events  which  had 
happened,  to  herself,  her  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, absolutely ;  and  declaration  to  that  effect 
ordered  to  be  indorsed  on  the  settlement.  Smith 
V.  iLmns  -----     666 

2.  —  Settlement  in  pursuance  of  Articles — 
Limitation  in  default  of  Children^  Ultimate  Trust 
of  Wife's  Property  to  Trj/s — Arrears  of  Income  due 
at  Death  of  Husband — Beduetion  iiUo  Possession,'] 
A  lady,  possessed  of  about  £12,000  consols,  being 
engaged  to  be  married,  a  draft  settlement  in  the 
usual  form  was  submitted  to  the  intended  hus- 
band, who  objected  to  some  of  its  provisions,  and 
insisted  that  if  there  should  be  ^'  no  children,"  and 
he  should  survive  his  wife,  the  fund  should  belong 
to  him.  Articles  embodying  this  provision  were 
hastily  signed  before  the  marriage;  and  after  the 
marriage,  the  fund  having  been  transferred  to  the 
trustees,  a  draft  settlement,  in  execution  of  the 
articles,  was  prepared,  but  objected  to  by  the 
husbund,  and,  as  ultimately  executed,  contained 
limitations  to  the  husband  and  wife  and  the  sur- 
vivor for  their  lives,  and  as  to  the  capital  to  the 
children  of  the  roairiage  absolutely,  not  to  such  as 
sliould  attain  iwenty*one  or  marry,  and  without 
any  limitation  over,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a 
son  or  of  an  unmarried  daughter  under  twenty- 
one.  There  was  also  a  provision  that  *^  if  there 
should  be  no  child  "  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and 
the  husband  should  survive  the  wife,  the  fuild 
should  belong  to  him ;  but  the  deed  contained  no 
alternative  limitation  in  the  events  of  there  being 
no  child,  and  of  the  wife  surviving  the  husband. 
The  husband  brcMight  no  property  into  settle- 
ment.— In  the  event,  one  child  was  bom,  but  died 
an  infant  in  the  lifetime  of  both  parents.  Th0 
husband  died;  and  his  representative  claiming 
the  fund,  subject  to  the  widow's  life  interestrp 
upon  bill  by  the  widow  for  rectification  of  t&e 
settlement,  and  for  a  declaration  that  she  was 
entitled  to  the  fund : — Hetd,  that  the  transfer  of 
the  fund  to  the  trustees  was  not  a  reduction  into 
possession  by  the  husband : — Held,  also,  that  the 
settlement  was  not  in  acoordance  with  the  arti- 
cles, and  that  it  ought  to  be  rectified ;  and  that, 
in  the  events  which  had  happened,  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  fund:— Jie2d,  also,  that  the 
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Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  atrean  of  income  dne 
at  the  death  of  the  huBband.  Gooan  v,  Dvv- 
FISLD     --....     789 

SEDDEHDO     SOTQITLA     BISQVUB  —  General 

words  ....     599 

See     AfTOiNTMEirr     rKDEB     Special 

FOWtBS. 

BXDTTCnOK  nrrO POSSESnOir— Wlfcs choBe  in 
action  ....     179 

See  Wife's  Chose  iv  Action.    1. 

—-Wife's  property — Asfdgnment  to  trustees  789 
See  Rectxfioatios  of  Settlement.  2. 

BXGI8I&AT10K— BUI  of  sale—Benewed  bill   786 

See  ASBIOKMENT  OF  ALL  DeBTOB'S   PbO- 
PBBTT, 

Besolntion  for  oompoeition      -  -     748 

See  Bbsolutiok  fob  Coupositiok. 

— —  Besolution  for  liquidation       -  -     775 

See  Resolution  fob  Liquidation. 

&KLN  V  JS8TJCEHT  —  Purchase-money  —  Lands 
Clauses  Act  -  -  -        369, 605 

See  Costs  undeb  Lands  Clauses  Act. 
2—4. 

BELATIVS8  —  Distribution  among,  '*  as  the  law 
directs"        *         -  -         -     410 

See  Distbibutions,  Btatutv  of. 

WffiHAffK  07  CEABOE— Mistake  in  settlement 
See  SETTnra  aside  Settlement.       [698 

BBMUJI JSKATIOK — Beceiver  and  manager- 
Liquidation  -  -  -  -  291 
See  Beceiveb,    2. 

BX80IBSI0K  OF  OOHTRACT— Contract  to  pur- 
chase mine — ^Appointment  of  manager 
and  receiver-  -  -  •     878 

See  Recbiyeb.    3. 

BSaiDTTABT  LEOATSS— Debt  due  from— Set-off 
i960  Set-off  IN  Bquttt.    I.  [89 

BXBOLUnOV  70B  OOXPOSITIOK — Composition 
^^VdtidU\i — SimM  amount  of  A$9eti^Registration 
of  Resolutione— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  33 
Vict,  c,  71),  8.  U^Sankruptey  Rulee,  1870,  r.  295.] 
A  debtor  filed  a  liquidation  petition,  and  the 
creditors  unanimously  resolved  to  accept  a  com- 
position of  3d  in  the  pound.  Tbe  debts  were 
£130 ;  the  assets  amounted  to  £7.  The  Registrar 
xeiwaed  to  register  the  resolutions,  though  no 
creditor  opposed,  on  the  ground  that  there  were 
'^no  available  assets  for  distribution  among  the 
oreditors.'' — Held,  that,  as  all  the  requirements  uf 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  and  the  Rules  had  been  com- 
]^ed  with,  the  resolutions  must  be  registered. 
J^x  jparte  Klwobtht.    In  re  Elwobtbt     -     742 

BXSOIUTZOH  TOB  UQTJIBAIlOir— J^dyiVraium 
of  Be$olution9^'SmaU  amount  of  Amete — Abuee  of 
Procedure  of  Court— Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  d: 
88  Vict,  c.  71),  8,  l^-^Bankruptcy  Rulee,  1870, 
r.  295.]  The  statement  of  a  debtor  who  had  filed 
a  liquidation  petition  shewed  that  his  debts 
amounted  to  £540,  and  thnt  his  assets  were  only 
£32.  The  creditors  resolved  upon  a  liquidation. 
One  creditor  opposed  the  registration  of  the  resolu- 
tions : — Hdd^  that  the  petition  was  an  abuse  of 
the  procedure  of  the  Court,  Bud  that  the  registzE- 
tion  had  been  rightly  zefiised.  &  parte  Staff. 
Jfirs  Staff     -----     775 


BXSTBAINIVa  ITLTBA  VIBES  ACT — Suit  by 
shareholder  ...  888,  474 
See  Sot  bt  Shaheholdeb.    1,  2. 

BX8TBAIHT  OH  ALIEFAIIOK—lFaZ— Devise  on 

Condition  never  to  sell  out  of  Family — Vendor 
and  Purchaser— Tiae'-25  &  26  Vict,  c.  5^,  s.  6.] 
Devise  "  to  my  brother  J,  on  the  condition  that 
be  never  sells  out  of  the  family/'  followed  by  gifts 
to  otlier  relatives  i—HMy  that  the  oondition  waa 
valid : — Held,  also  (on  an  application  under  25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  53,  8.  6),  that  /.  could  not  give  a  smrket- 
able  title  to  a  purchaser  who  was  a  stranger  to  the 
family.— il^toa^er  v.  AUwater  (18  Beav.  330)  dia- 
tinguished.    In  re  Maci.eat  -  -     186 

BSvuLtiaQ  TBVST— Advancement 
See  Advanoekent.    2. 

BEVEBSIOKBB— Nuisance— Right  to  use 
See  Teufobabt  Nuisance.    1. 

BEVocAiioir  07  onrr— OU  Wia—Dmm  iy 

Mortgagee  of  Mortgage  and  Trust  EetaStes — Sv^bse- 
guent  Contract  by  Testator  for  Purchase  </  iht 
£!quity  of  Redemption  —  Revocation  of  Devise — 
Descent — Claim  of  Heir  barred  hylapee  of  Time 
Statute  of  Limitations  (3  A  4  WiU,  4,  c  27), 
M.  2, 17,  25.]  T.  TT.,  in  1824,  became  mortgagee 
in  fee  of  Blackaere,  The  form  of  the  conveyance 
was  to  him  on  trust  to  sell,  and  out  of  the  proceeds 
to  retain  the  debt,  end  pay  the  surplus,  if  any,  to 
the  mortgagor.  In  Februaiy,  182fib  T.  W,  »mAe 
his  will,  whereby  he  devised  all  bis  real  estate 
(except  mortgage  and  trust  estates)  and  all  his 
personal  estate  to  trustees, upon  trust  for  T.  and  H, 
lie  also  devised  to  the  same  trustees  all  his  mort- 
gage estates  upon  trust,  on  payment  of  the  moneys 
due,  to  convey  tiie  same  to  tbe  person  who  should 
be  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption;  and 
directed  the  moneys  to  form  part  of  his  personal 
estate.  In  March,  1826,  the  mortgagor  of  Blaek- 
cure  became  bankrupt;  and  in  June,  1826,  T.  W. 
contracted  with  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  for 
the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  The 
purcnase-monev  was  paid  by  T.  W^  but  no  con- 
veyance from  the  assignees  was  ever  executed.  In 
October,  1826,  T.  W,  died,  leaving  Y,  and  C.  liis 
co-heirs.  C.  by  deed  renounced  to  the  trustees  of 
the  will  all  claim  under  the  contract  of  June,  1826. 
The  trustees  under  the  will  entered  into  receipt  of 
the  rents  of  Blackacre,  and  administered  the  same 
as  part  of  the  testator^s  estate  until  1869.— F.  then 
claimed  the  right  to  a  conveyance  of  one  moiety  of 
JBlod^aereaeoo-heirof  T.  W,  :—HM,  that  llw|M»- 
chBse  of  the  equity  of  redemption  by  the  testator 
revoked  the  dev&e  by  his  will,  not  only  of  tbe 
beneficial  interest  but  of  the  legal  cgtate  io  tlM 
mortgaged  property;  that  no  dry  legal  estate  in 
Blackacre  was  reoBabiiDg  in  the  tnsteea  of  the 
will  at  the  testator's  death;  that  the  motig^^ 
estate  had  by  the  contract  ceased  to  be  a  mortgage* 
and  had  become  a  new  absolute  interest ;  and  that 
Blackacre  was  undisposed  of  by  tho  will: — BM, 
ftirther,  that  the  ohum  of  F.,  as  co-heir,  against 
the  trustees  had  become  barred  by  the  Staihiie  of 
Limiiations.    Yabdlet  ««  Hoixamd 


8AIX-— Agent^Company     - 

See  CoNTBACT  BT  Agent. 

«-*«-  By  Gourt — Opening  biddings 
Kee  Auction. 


-       W 
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SALS — continued, 

—  By  Coupt — ^Possession — Order  and  disposition 
See  Obbeb  and  DiBPoeiTiox.  [887 

Partition  suit      -  -     20,182,628,637 

See  PABTinoN  Suit.    1 — 4. 

Statute  of  Frauds  -         -  -       n 

See  Fbaud8»  Statute  of. 

8CALEOF008T8— ChancerrorParliamentarj  17 
See  Taxatiok  of  OcsTa.    1. 

SCHOOL— Election  of  children— Qualification— 
Parishioner  -  -  -  -     606 

See  Election  to  Christ's  Hospital. 

SECBET  TRUST— Trust  for  parish   -  -     483 

See  Tbust  fob  Parish. 

SEGBETABT  OF  OOXFAHT— Agent  for  selling 
property        -  -  -  .     4lS 

See  Contract  by  Agent. 

SEOUBSD  CBXDITOlt— Bankruptcy— Proof  278 
See  Creditor  holding  SECfUBiTT. 

BEuOi&iTZ-^oint  and  separate  estates— Separate 
debt  -----  767 
See  Joint  and  Separate  Estates. 

On  eve  of  bankruptcy — Validity — ^Preference 

See  Fraudulent  Preference.  2.     [746 

Valuation  of       -  -  -  -     278 

See  Credttor  holding  Seccritt. 

8BFABATE  ESTATE  -  -  -  -     767 

See  Joint  and  Separate  Estates. 

SEFABATS  ESTATE  OF  WIFE— Trwtee— Ida- 
hiliiyfor  Breach  of  Trust^Gift  of  Fund  to  he 
applied  at  Vieeretion  of  Truatee  for  Benefit  of 
Another — Liability  to  Account.']  The  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman  is  not  in  general  liable 
for  breaches  of  trust  or  torts  committed  by  her. 
— Where  an  annuity  was  given  to  ^.  in  trust  to 
apply  the  same  at  his  discretion  for  the  benefit 
of  B.  during  his  life,  and  for  bis  advancement, 
maintenance,  support,  or  otherwise  for  his  benefit, 
without  being  answerable  for  any  of  the  moneys 
ao  laid  out,  or  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  so 
vested  in  the  siiid  trustee  as  to  the  mode  and  extent 
of  expending  and  laying  out  the  same : — Heldt  that 
jC.  could  not  apply  any  portion  of  the  annuity  for 
his  own  benefit,  but  was  oound  to  account  for  all 
sums  not  shewn  to  be  applied  for  the  advancement, 
maintenance,  support,  or  benefit  of  B,  Wainford 
V,  Hetl.  -  -         -         -         -     821 

8XPAEAXE  OflE^-PoflBQBsion  or  leceipi  of  lonta— 
Settled  Estates  Act  -         -     287 

See  Bcttued  Ebtatcs  Act. 

BBPAEATZW-^Proteotion  order— Wife  soing  as 
femeaoU  •  -  •  ~  454 
See  Wife's  Chose  in  Action,    2. 

SSQVESTSAtlOV— Arrest  of  ship  -  -  826 
See  Injunction  in  WnroiNO-rp. 

SEBVIGE  OUT  OF  nrEISDICTZOE— Notice  of 
motion — ^No  order  authoriEing  -  788 
See  Bankbuftot  Jurisdiction.    1. 

8BEVICE— Petition  under  Lands  Clausee  Act-- 
Costs-         ...  48»470 

See  Costs  undeb  Lands  Clauhcs  Act. 
1—3. 


SET-OFF— Debt  due  to  administrator 
See  Adtancbment.    1, 


-     165 


SET-OFF  W  EftUITT— I>g6te— «  En  autre  Droit '^ 
— Ddtte  due  to  and  from  Executor  and  Beeiduary 
Legatee — Aseignment  after  Decree."]  JV.and  C,  were 
executors  of  a  will  and  trustees  of  the  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate  of  a  testator  who  died  in 
1859.  N.  and  jP.  were  tenants  for  lifo  of  the  resi- 
duary estate  in  equal  shares.  In  January,  1878, 
0.  was  residing  abroad,  and  N,,  being  about  also 
to  go  abroad,  gave  to  P.  (the  Eolicitor  of  the  execu- 
tors and  trustees)  an  authority  on  behalf  of  both 
trustees  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  and 
pa^  the  outgoings.  Under  this  authority  P.  re- 
ceived the  rents ;  and  at  his  death  a  considerable 
sum  was  due  from*him  in  respect  thereof. — P.'a 
estate  proved  insolvent,  and  the  usual  credit<SI:^s 
decree  was  made  for  admimstration.  Subsequently 
to  the  decree  F.  assigned  to  N.  all  F.*$  interest  in> 
the  sum  due  from  P.  N.  was  indebted  to  A.  and 
B,  as  trustees  for  P.  in  a  sum  the  repayment  of 
which  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  real  estate 
belonging  to  N. :  and  this  sum  was  paid  into 
Court  in  the  suit  to  a  separate  account,  under  an 
order  made  without  prejudice  to  any  question  as 
to  set-off.  N,  afterwards  presented  a  Petition 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  set  off  the  debt  due  from 
P.  against  the  morte;age  debt,  and  seeking  to  have 
the  amount  of  the  debt  due  from  P.  paid  out  of 
the  fund  standing  to  the  separate  account : — Heldy 
that  as  regards  F'e  interest  there  could  be  no 
set-ofi^  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  assigned  to  N. 
until  after  the  decree  :—J9eU,  also,  that  the  debt 
due  from  P.  being  either  due  to  both  trustees  and 
executors,  or  if  due  to  M  alone,  due  to  him  in  his 
character  of  trustee  and  executor,  rould  not  be 
set  off  against  a  debt  due  from  him  individually. — 
Dicta  in  Cochrane  v.  Green  (9  0.  B.  (N.8.)  448; 
SO  L.  J.  (C.P.)  97)  disapproved  of.  Middleton  v. 
Pollock.    Ex  parte  Nuoee  -         -         -      29 

2. Ddd  to  Joint  Creditors  contracted  by 

Fraud — Separate  Debt  due  from  one  of  Joint  Cr»' 
dUort,]  There  is  no  rule  that  a  debt  duo  to  joint 
credit^s.  which  has  been  contracted  by  fraud,  can 
be  set  on  against  a  separate  debt  due  from  one  of 
the  joint  creditors.— JKEoarte  Stephene  (11  Vcs.  24) 
and  VuUiamy  v.  NchU  (3  Mer.  593)  explained.— 
P.,  the  solicitor  of  K,  and  E,  (who  were  trustees 
of  a  marriage  settlementX  received  on  their  behalf 
the  sum  of  £4000,  and  represented  that  he  had 
invested  the  whole  of  it  on  mortgoj^e.  He  did 
invest  on  mortgage  two  sums  of  £2200  and  £850, 
part  thereof;  but  he  never  invested  the  balance  of 
£950.  The  debt  of  £2200  was  (with  the  know- 
ledge of  K.  and  E,)  paid  off  and  received  by  P^ 
ana  retained  by  him  for  reinvestment ;  but  no  re- 
investment was  ever  made,  P.  died  insolvent.' — 
Held,  that  neither  of  the  sums  of  £2200  and  £950 
due  from  his  estete  could  be  set  off  against  & 
separate  debt  due  to  the  estate  from  K,  Middletok 
«.  Pollock.  JSir^rts  Knight  and  Raymond  616 

8.  —  J!)s«  barred  by  Statute  ef  Limitations 
— Share  uhder  Inteetaey.j  An  administrator  i» 
entitled  to  set  off  a^^ainstt  the  share  of  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  in  the  intestate's  estate,  the  whole  of 
a  debt  of  which  part  had  become  barrod  by  tho 
Statute  of  LimiiaJtiom.  Lk  re  Cobdwell's  Estate. 
White  v.  Cobdwell  -         -         .         -     644 

SEITINa  ASIDE  SElTKBICBBT^Famt^  <Ss«le- 
memi—SeltUng  atiidie — Conatd&raiion — iMeoss  of 
Charge-^Mietake.']    A  family  settlement  will  noi 
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8STON0  ABIDE  BETtLEMESTi— continued, 

be  supported  if  founded  on  a  mistake  of  either 
party  to  which  the  other  party  is  accesiory, 
although  such  mistake  may  have  oeen  innocently 
made. — A  son,  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  shortly 
after  attaining  twenty-one  joined  with  his  father, 
the  tenant  for  life,  in  re-settling  the  family  estates. 
The  son  was  influenced  to  make  the  re-settlement 
by  the  representation  of  his  father  that  a  portions' 
charge  of  £5000  was  not  (as  in  finot  it  was)  a  sub- 
sisting charge  on  l^e  estates,  but  was  a  charge  to 
take  effect  only  in  case  the  fietther  should  so  direct, 
and  a  release  of  the  supposed  power  to  charge 
contained  in  the  re-settlement  was  the  principal 
consideration  for  its  execution: — Heldf  that,  al- 
though this  misrepresentation  was  innocently 
made,  the  re-scttlement  must  be  set  aside  as 
founded  on  mistake.    Fane  v.  Fane  -     698 

SETIUED  ESTATES  Afft—WiU'-'SeUm  Eetate— 
Tnutees— Tenant  for  Life—Po$8es8ion'-19  &  20 
Vict.  c.  120,  $.  32.]  A  testator,  after  devising  two- 
iifths  of  certain  real  estate  to  which  he  was  entitled 
to  trustees  upon  trust  to  receive  the  net  rents  and 
pay  them  to  iff.  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  de- 
vised his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to  the 
same  trubtees  upon  trust  to  receive  the  annual  and 
other  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  his  said  real 
and  persomal  estate,  and  after  defraying  thereout 
all  ground  and  landlord's  rent  (if  any),  and  all 
taxes,  charges,  and  expenses  of  insurance,  repairs, 
collection,  and  othor  necessary  outlay,  to  pay  the 
net  annual  rents,  interest,  and  income,  then  left 
to  M,  for  life  for  her  separate  use.  The  will  con- 
tained no  power  of  leasing : — Held,  that  M.  was 
not  **  entitled  to  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents 
find  profits"  of  the  testator's  residuary  real  estate, 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  S2  of  the  Leases  and 
Sales  of  Settled  Estates  Act,  and  consequently  that 
M,  was  not  entitled  to  grant  leases  thereof. 
Tatlob  V,  Taylor.    Ex  parte  Taylor      -     297 

—  Payment  out  of  Court — Disentailing  deed 

See  Payment  out  of  Court,  [37S 

SETTIiSlfElIT— Covenant  to  settle — Property  of 
husband  ....  034 
See  Covenant  to  settle. 

—  Protector — Disentailing  deed  -  -     194 

See  Protector  or  Bettlbubnt. 

Hectification  of  -  -  -         666, 789 

See  Rbotific atzon  of  Settlement.    1,2. 

Setting  aside      -  -  -  *     698 

See  Settino  aside  Settlemtnt. 

—Tenant— Death  of  tenant  fur  life  leaving 
children        -  -  -  -     711 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Contin- 
gency.   2. 

-     210 


Voluntary-.27  Eliz.  c.  4 

See  Voluntary  Seitlement. 

Wife's  equity  to  -  -  -  -     644 

See  Equity  to  a  Settlement. 

8HAES8— Issue  at  dieoount  ...     339 
See  Borrowing  Powxrs. 

Paid-up — Contract  for  -  -  *     624 

See  Contract  fob  paid-up  Share& 

Paid-up  out  of  money  of  company — Directors 

See  FmroTAUT  Delation.  [680 


gyAifc^B — continued, 

Preference— Payment  of  dividends    -     656 

See  Patmxnt  op  Ditii>bnd0. 

8EAAEE0LBSB8— Distribution  of  sorplns  assets 
See  Distribution  op  Subflub  Assets.  [59 

^—Meeting  of— Discretion  as  to  calling— Di- 
rectors        -         -  -         -     668 
See  Interference  with  Management 
OP  Company. 

Eights  inter  se    -          -  -          -     685 

See    Adjustment    op  Shabeholdebs* 
Bights. 

Suit  by— When  sustainable    -         383, 474 

See  Suit  by  Shareholder,    1,  2. 

SHIP— Arrest  of— Winding-up        -  -     325 

See  Injunction  nr  Winding-up. 

Builder — Mortgage  of  unfinished  ship     746 

See  Fraudulent  Preference.    2. 

SOUGITOS — Costs— Liquidation  by  atiangement 
—Priority    -  -  -  -     780 

See  Coers  in  Liquidation. 

Debt  to  client— Express  trust  -     721 

See  Limitations,  Statuis  op.    2. 

—  Fraud — Ptuchase  for  value  withoot  notice 

[238 
See  Purchase  for  Value  vitbout  No- 
tice. 

6PSGIFI0  FEBFOBKAKOE— Agreement  for  lease 
See  Agreement  for  Leabb.  [659 

—— Contract  by  agent        -         -  -     418 

See  Contract  ry  Agent. 

Fraudulent  preference— Guarantee   -       65 

See  Fraudulent  Preferxnob.    1, 

—  Misleading  conditions  of  sale  -       50 

See  Conditions  op  Sale. 

— -  Order  to  permit  Taluation  to  be  made  611 
See  Mandatory  Order. 

•— ^-  Substituted  contract  become  impossifale  100 
See  Surstituted  Contract. 


Uncertain  agreement— Beservation  of 
cessary  land  **  -  -  •        - 

See  Uncertain 


'ne- 


-     145 


110 


-     721 


STALL  AT  THSATBS 

See  Box  at  Theatre. 

STATUTES : — 

27  Eliz.  c.  ^—Fraudulent  Conveyances  - 
See  Voluntary  Seitlement. 

21  Jaa  1,  c.  16— Lttnttoftonf 

See  Limitations,  Statute  of.    2. 
29  Car.  2,  c.  S— Statute  of  Frauds 
iSe^  Frauds,  Statute  op. 

22  k  23  Car.  2.  o.  10,  s.  5—DistrtfmHona 

See  Advancement.    I. 

9  &  10  Will.  8,  c.  15-^ ArbitraHon 

See  Submission  to  Asbttbation. 
39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  9S^AeoumuUaioH9     - 

See  AOOUKULATIOHS. 

3  <fc  4  WUl.  4,  o.  27,  88.  2, 17.  25—Limitatiom 
See  Beyocation  op  Gtipt.  [488 

s.  23      -  -  -  .688 

See  Limitations,  Statute  op.    1. 

o.  42,  s.  13      -  -  -  «     781 

See  Limitations,  Statute  op.    2. 
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fflJLTUTES— continued. 

1  Vict.  c.  2C,  8. 5M— fFrti»  -  -804 

See  LxGAOY,  SPEcmo  or  Gekebal. 

1  &  2  Viot  c.  no,  as.  14,  IS—JudgmenU      677 
See  Ohabginq  Ordbb. 

3  &  4  Vict.  c.  74,  8.  2:^ — Fine$  and  Beooveriee 
See  Protbctob  of  Settlbxsnt.        [194 

8  Vict.  c.  18,  8.  68— Xancia  Clautee  Act  -     858 
See  Compensation  under  Railway  Clearing 
House  Act. 

88.69,70  -  -  -     468 

See  Inyebtment  of  Monet  tn  Court. 

ss.  36, 68  -  -  -       39 

See  Subotssion  to  Arbitration. 

8.80       -  -      48.369,470,605 

See  Costs  under  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

8.  104      -  -  -  -     408 


See  CosiPSNSATiON  under  Lands  Clauses 
Act, 

8  Vict.  o.  20.  SB.  16,  fi^'-Railujatj  Clautes  544 
See  Nuisance  bt  Bailwat  Company. 

13  &  14  Vict.  c.  60,  8.  30— Truifec  Act  20, 182 
See  Partition  Suit.    1,  2. 

13  &  14  Vict.  c.  SS—Ahandonment  of  Bailteays 
See  Abandonment  of  Railways.     [197 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  8.  4Z—PatenU         -     682 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    4, 

16  Vict.  c.  1 1 3,  8.  20^Limitaiion8  -     721 

See  Limitations,  Statite  of.    2. 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  36,  8.  1— -Bttff  of  Scde   -     786 

See  Assignment  of  all  Debtor's  Pro- 
fxbtt. 

17  &  18  Vict  c.  125,  8.  17— CfemiiMW  Law  Pro- 
cedure «  .  «  .  89 
See  Submission  to  Arbitration. 

19  &  20  Viot.  c.  nO^SetOed  EitaUs  Act  872 
See  Payment  out  of  Court. 

8.32       -  -         -  -     297 

See  Settled  EarrATES  Act. 

&  21  Viot  0.  dvii.  s.  15 — Lord  Mayor's 
t  Court  -  -  -.  -         1 

See  Prohibition,    1. 

&  21   Vict  0.  85,  9A,  21,  25,  26— DtM>re0 
Court  «  .  .         179, 454 

See  Wife's  Chose  in  Action,    1,  2. 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  27— OatVn*'  Act  -  -  500 
See  Light  and  Air. 

24  &  25  Vict.  c.  134,  ss.  90, 2S>2—BankrupUy  782 

See  Petition  for  Adjudication.    2. 

25  &  26  Vict.  o.  53,  s.  6— Xand  Trantfer      186 

See  Restraint  on  Alienation. 

c.  89, 8. 63^CoinpanM«        -  -     825 

See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

8.80       ...        268,837 

See  WiKDiNG-up  Petition.    1, 2. 

88.87,163         -  •  -     162 

See  Lea  YE  'lo  pboobxd  avtib  Winding- 
up. 

8.109     -  -         - 


20 


20 


See  Agreement  to  indemnify. 

25  &  26  Viot.  c.  102,  s.  IQ^SietropoUe  Manage^ 
ment  ^  .  .  -  -     &6 

See  Pollution  of  Stream. 


VIATJJTEB— continued, 

2S  &  29  Vict.  o.  Sa—PaHnerehip  -     881 

See  Perception  of  Partnership  Profits. 

30  &  31  Vict  c.  48— ilttc«on«      -  -       77 

See  Auction. 

30  &  31  Vict.  c.  131,  8.  25^Companie9  -     524 

See  Contract  ^r  paid-up  Shares. 

B^38       .  -  -  -     114 

See  Misrepresentation  in  Prospecttus. 

31  &  32  Vict  c.  40,  ss.  3,  4,  5— Patittton     528 

iSSsd  Partition  Suit.    3. 

8,7         .  -  -  20,182,687 

See  Partition  Suit.    1,  2,  4. 

32  &  33  Vict  0.  71,  a.  0— Bankruptcy     -     762 

See  Petition  for  Adjudication,    1. 

B.6         -  -  -  -     786 

See  Assignment  of  all  Debtor's  Pro- 
perty. 

83. 12-38  -  -        282, 291 


See  Receiver. 
88. 16,  40 


-     278 


See  Creditor  holding  Security. 

8.23        -  -  - 

See  Disclaimer, 

ss.  54, 125         -  - 

See  Undischarged  Debtor. 

88.  72-76 


-     682 


-     748 


-     788 


See  Bankruptcy  Jurisdiction. 
as.  80,  102         -  -  -     758 

See  Joint  and  Several  Adjudications. 
S.92       -         -         -        748,768 

See  Fraudulent  Pbeferenob.    1, 3. 
8.  114     -  -  -  -     289 

See  Contempt  of  Court. 
B.  118     -         .         -         -     782 

See  Petition  for  AojtDicATiON.    2. 

8.104     -  -         -         -     767 

See  Joint  and  Sbpabate  Estates. 

8.125     -  -  -  -     775 

See  Resolution  fob  Liquidation. 

—  8. 125,  8ub-8.  12  -  -     777 

See  Adjudication  without  Petition. 

8.126     -         -         -         -     772 

See  Bankruptcy  Jubxsdictioh.    2. 

8.126     -  -         -  -     742 

See  Resolution  vob  Composition. 

32  &  33  Vict,  0.  83,  s.  20—  BariJcruptey  Bepeal 
<S«0  Petition  FOR  Adjudication.  2.  [782 

32  &  33  Vict  c.  114 — Abandonment  of  RaUwayn 

See  Abandonment  of  Railway.       [197 

33  &  34  Vict.  c.  7S— Tramways  -       17 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.    1. 

34  &  35  Vict,  c  36— Pensions  Commuiatiim  584 

See  Covenant  to  settle. 

36  &  37  Vict.  o.  50,  s.  l^PuUie  Worship  SiUs 

See  Public  Worship  Sites  Act.       [527 

87  Vict.  0.  xvl-^Railway  Clearing  Bouse    858 
800    Compensation    under    Railway 
Cleabing  HorsB  Act. 

37  &  38  Vict.  c.  62— 7ii/att<8        ^         -     677 

See  Charging  Order. 

37  &  38  Viot.  c.  78,  a.  Q—Vendor  and  Purchaser 
iSetf  Wife's  Chose  IN  Action.    I.     [179 
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STOGK-'Beqiiest  of    -  -  -         -     804 

See  Lbgaov,  Speoifio  ob  General. 

8IBXAM— Pollntion  of        -  -     686 

See  Pollution  of  Stream. 

BTBEZT — Common  lands— Bight  of  copyholders 
— Compensation  under  Lands  Clauses 
Act 408 

See  COHFSNSATIOK  UNDER  LaNDS  CLAUSES 

Act. 

Improper  use  of — Obstruction  of  light      22 

See  Temporary  Ncisakge.    1. 

BtJBXIBSION  TO  ASBITKATIOir— Lan(f«  Clatues 
ConeolidatianAet,  1845  (8  Vid.  c.  18),  m.  36,  88— 
Gtmtmon  Law  Proeedure  Act,  1854  (17  dr  18  Vict, 
e.  125)  «.  17—9  &  10  Will.  3,  e,  IS-SeUing  aside 
Atoard — Time.]  Semble,  a  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion under  the  Lande  (Uautee  Conwlidation  Act^ 
1845,  is  not  a  **  submission  by  ootisent "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854, 
8. 17. — The  conflict  between  Kz  parte  flarp«r(Law 
Rep.  18  Eq.  539)  and  In  re  NewboUd  and  Metropoli- 
tan Railway  Company  (lA  C.  B.  (N.8.)  405)  and 
Bhode$  T.  Airedale  Drainage  Commi$tianer$  (Law 
Hep.  9  C.  P.  508)  explained.— Where  a  submission 
is  made  a  rule  of  Court  under  sect.  36  of  the 
Lande  Clautes  Act,  the  Court  has  the  same  iuria- 
diotion  in  dealing  with  it  as  in  the  case  of  sub- 
missions under  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  15,  and  any 
application  to  set  it  aside  must  be  made  within 
the  time  thereby  limited. — Where  an  award  had 
been  made  on  a  claim  against  a  company  in 
respect  of  lands  alleged  to  be  injuriously  affected 
Ubder  an  agreement  for  reference  pursuant  to 
sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Claueee  Aet,  the  umpire 
having  awarded  that  the  company  should  pay  a 
specified  sum  by  way  of  compensation : — aeld, 
that  though  in  form  the  umpire  had  no  power  to 
order  the  company  to  pay,  yet  tbat  such  infor- 
mality did  not  Titiate  the  award  so  far  as  it  ascer- 
tained the  amount  of  damages,  assuming  the 
company's  liability.  Li  re  Harper  and  Great 
Eastern  Bailway  Company 


8tnS8TITtJTED  COSTRAffr-SpeciJio  Performance 
— Impoeetbility  of  Performance — DeOlh  of  Arbi- 
tratoir — Decree  for  Performance  of  Original  Con- 
tract — Damages — IntereUJ]  A  landowner,  through 
whose  land  a  railway  company  proposed  to  pass, 
agreed  in  May,  1864,  to  with(uaw  his  opposition 
to  their  bill  on  the  terms  that  the  company  would 
vary  the  course  of  their  line  and  make  certain 
bridges,  works,  and  approaches.  The  company 
gave  a  notice  to  treat,  and  on  the  20th  of  March, 
1867,  they  went  into  possession.  On  the  27th  of 
Kay  a  further  agreement  was  come  to  that  the 
oompany  should  pay  £2250  for  purchase-money 
and  compensation,  and  should  construct  the 
bridges  askew  according  to  an  agreed  plan. — ^The 
oonipany  constructed  the  line  as  agreed  upon,  but 
did  not  complete  the  works,  nor  pay  the  purchase- 
money,  nor  ibe  interest,  though  completion  of  the 
works  was  demanded  in  July,  1868,  and  payment 
of  interest  in  December,  1868.— On  the  6th  of 
February,  1869,  a  substituted  agreement  was  made 
between  l^e  landowner  and  the  company,  whereby 
it  was  agreed  that  an  estimate  should  be  made  by 
the  company's  engineer  of  the  cost  of  completing 
the  roao,  and  submitted  to  A.,  the  landowner's 
agent,  ^  for  approval ;  in  case  of  difference  the 
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amount  to  be  determined  bv  B,  ;*'  the  amoant, 
**  when  agreed  or  determined,"  to  be  paid  to  the 
landowner,  '^  in  discharge  of  all  obligations  "  as 
to  the  roaa;  and  **the  purchase  to  be  completed 
forthwith."— In  December,  1871,  A.  died;  and  in 
May,  1872,  the  company,  for  the  first  time,  sent 
in  an  estimate  for  the  cost  of  completing  the  rood. 
The  purchase  had  not  been  completed,  and  neither 
the  purchase-money  nor  any  mterast  had  been 
paid.  B.  was  linng : — Held,  that  the  snbmissiw 
of  the  estimate  to  A,  for  approval  was  of  the 
essence  of  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  February, 
1869 ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  by  his  death  tbe 
agreement  was  incapable  of  being  performed  in 
the  manner  and  form  therein  specified,  the  Court 
could  not  enforce  performance  of  it. — Specific  per- 
formance decreed  of  the  works  according  to  tbe 
agreements  of  1864  and  1867. — ^The  compsny 
were  ordered  to  pay  interest  on  the  purchaae- 
money  from  the  date  of  their  taking  posdesjion ; 
but  no  inquiry  was  directed  as  to  damages.  FiKin 
V,  Midland  Uailway  Company      -         -    100 

Bim   BY  SEABEHOUDSB — PracUoe — Cbmnitty 
-^Ftame  of  Suit-^BiU  against  Dirtetors—hi^ 
of  individual  Shareholder  to  me — Frand^lJUfu 
vires — Constitution    of    Company — AfiihmU^  of 
Chairman  of  Meeting.']    An  individual  shiie- 
holder  in  a  company  is  entitled  to  file  a  bill 
against  the  directors  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
oUier  diareholdera  except  the  Defendants,  if  be 
alleges  that  the  directors,  or  some  of  them,  have 
so  acted  as  to  prevent  a  majority  of  the  memben 
from  exercising  a  proper  oontiol  over  the  affinn 
of  the  company. — ^The  articles  of  ftSBodation  of  a 
company  gave  power  to  the  chairman  at  say 
general  meeting  of  the  company,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  meeting,  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  and 
also  provided  for  the  taking  a  poll  if  demanded 
by  five  shareholders.    At  a  general  meeting  of 
the  company  the  adjournment  of  the  meeting  vas 
moved,  and  on  being  put  was  deelared  by  the 
chairmim,  who  was  one  of  the  directon,  to  be 
carried.    A  poll  was  duly  demanded,  bat  the 
chairman  ruled  that  there  oould  not  be  a  poll  on 
the  question  of  adjournment,  and  left  tbe  chair. 
The  shareholders  who  sided  with  the  Plaintiff  then 
passed  a  resolution,  among  others,  xemoving  oie 
of  the  directors  i^HM,  on  bill  filed  by  a  share- 
holder averring  these  fiaiots,  and  charging  that  the 
directorsi  or  some  of  them,  had  combined  to  take 
this  course  with  the  view  of  stifling  dissnssioD, 
that  this  made  a  case  of  improper  oondoct,  bor- 
dering upon  fraud,  whidi  entitled  the  Plaintiff  to 
maintain  his  suit  for  restraining  ptoeeeding^  by 
the  directors,  which  the  Plaintiff  and  his  party 
desired  to  prevent.    MaoDouoall  v.  Gabddtxb 

2. Ownpony— On  hdudf  of  HiMnif  a»d 

other  Shairtiholder»—IUegal  Pa^madhyDindors 
^VUrh  Wres— -Forro  of  SniQ  Where  ^^^^. 
holder  in  an  mcoiporated  company  filed  his  tail 
on  behalf  of  him»lf  and  aU  other  shawholdm 
against  the  dizectors  and  the  pramoteis  of  a  bUl 
in  Parliament  for  a  rival  purpose,  alleging  m 
illegal  payment  of  the  company's  monev  to  such 
promoters  to  buy  off  their  opposition,  and  praying 
that  it  might  be  replaced :— JIsW,  on  demuner, 
that  it  was  not  sufficiently  alleged  in  the  1»U  that 
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the  payment  iras  tiffra  vires.* — Hetd^  also,  there 
being  no  allegation  that  the  company  would  not 
sue,  that  it  was  not  a  case  in  whicn  the  Buitconld 
be  maintained  in  its  present  form ;  and  that  the 
demurrer  most  be  allowed,  with  leave  to  amend. 
— Observations  on  the  exceptions  to  the  general 
mle,  that  the  company  and  not  an  individual  cor- 
porator must  sue  when  the  trust  funds  of  the 
company  have  been  misapplied.  Russell  v. 
Wakefield  Waterworks  Gohpany  -     474 

STTHDAY — Computation  of  time  —  Threo  days' 
notice  -  -  -  -     289 

See  Contempt  or  Court. 

5nS£TT— Payment  of  composition  by — Juris- 
diction of  Court  -  -  -  772 
See  Bankruptcy  Jurisdiction.    2. 

SukviyOB— Shares  registered  in  two  names — 
Liability      -  -  -  -     685 

See  Joint  and  Several  Liabiutt.    2. 

eVZTTVOBSBIP^WUl— Words— Benefit  of  Sur- 
fdvorthip — "  Survivors,**  when  read  **  Others"']  A 
testator  directed  the  income  of  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  be  divided  between  all  his  sons  as  tenants 
in  common,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  between 
them,  in  case  any  or  eitlier  of  them  should  die 
without  issue,  and  in  case  any  child  or  children 
who  should  be  entitled  under  the  trusts  of  his 
will  to  any  priuoipal  money,  or  income,  should  die 
leaving  issue,  the  principal  money,  or  share,  from 
which  the  interest  of  such  child  or  children 
should  be  derived,  should  go  to  and  be  divided 
amongst  such  issue  as  tenants  in  common. — The 
testator  left  five  sons,  two  of  whom  died  leaving 
issue,  and  three  died  without  issue,  the  last  sur- 
vivor of  the  five  dying  without  issue :— J7eU,  that 
on  the  death  of  tlie  last  surviving  son  the  principal 
.set  free  accrued  to  the  children  of  the  sons  who 
had  died  leaving  issue.    Cross  v,  Maltbt       878 

TAKIHO  07F  THS  WJLE—Paient^Diselaifner-^ 
Jurisdieti&n .]  Wh ere  a  disclaimer  had  been  filed 
without  the  consent  of  the  patentee  i^^Hdd,  that 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  had  jurisdiction  without 
bill  filed  to  Older  it  to  be  taken  off  the  file  :-~Ob- 
servations  on  In  re  Sharps  Fateni  (8  Beav.  249). 
In  re  Bbrdan's  Patent        -         -         -     846 

TAZATIOK  Oy  COff£B—Practuie— Chancery  or 
Parliamentary  Scale—Tramtoays  Act,  1870  (83  & 
34  Vict,  c.  7»)— ProrMTono?  Order  of  Board  of 
Trade.']  llio  costs  of  applications  to  the  Board 
of  Trade  for  provisional  orders  under  the  Tram- 
ivays  Act,  1870,  are  to  be  taxed  on  the  Chancery 
-and  not  on  the  Parliamentary  scale.  In  re  MoR- 
LEY       ------       17 

2.  Praclice^Loicer Scale— Gen.  Ord,S0th 

Jan,  1857,  r.  3 — Suit  to  enforce  Char^,]  The 
costs  of  a  suit  by  a  legatee  to  enforce  against  the 
testator's  real  estate  in  the  hands  of  a  puroliaser 
his  legacy  charged  by  the  will  on  such  real  estate, 
are  tuxable  on  the  lower  scale  under  Bule  3  of 
the  CMer  of  the  80th  of  January,  1857,  when  the 
amount  of  such  charge  is  less  tlum  £1000.  Paddok 
f?.  Wywch        -----     449 

3.  Praelioe^Third  CbtmseZ.]  An  ar- 
rangement by  which  a  Q.C.  retahied  for  one  of  the 
Defendants  for  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  has  been 
transferred  to  the  co-Defendants  to  argue  the  case 
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for  them  as  leading  counsel,  does  not  justify  the 
allowance  of  three  counsel  on  party  and  party 
taxation;  although  only  four  counsel  were  em- 
ployed between  the  two  sets  of  Defendants,  and 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal  occupied  several  days. 
Merchant  Banking  Coupant  v.  Maud     -     462 

4.  —  Prtustiee — Patent  Suit — Bill  dismissed 
by  Plaintiff  before  Hearing-- Costs  —  Scientific 
WUnesses— Model— 15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  43.]  In 
a  suit  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  patent, 
the  Plaintiff,  shortly  before  the  hearing,  obtained 
the  common  order  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  co8t& 
— Amongst  the  items  in  the  Defendant's  bill  of 
costs  were  charges  for  drawing  particulars  of 
breaches,  and  having  the  same  settled  by  counsel, 
which  the  Taxing  Master  had  allowed ;  charges 
for  remuneration  of  scientific  witnesses,  which 
the  Master  had  reduced ;  and  a  charge  for  the 
oonstruction  of  a  model,  which  the  Master  bad 
also  reduced.  Upon  summons  by  Plaintiffs  to 
review  taxation  : — Held,  that  the  43rd  section  of 
the  Patent  Law  Amendment  Act,  1852,  had  no  ap- 
plication to  the  case  of  a  Plaintiff  dismissing  his 
own  bill  before  the  hearing;  that  the  allowance 
of  remuneration  to  soientilio  witnesses  was  part 
of  the  ordinarv  practice ;  and  that  the  expense  of 
having  a  model  made  might  also  be  allowed. — 
Observations  on  the  powers  and  duties  of  Taxing 
Masters  of  Courts  of  £qnity.    Batlet  v.  Kynock 

[682 

5. Praatiee— Third  Counsdr-SkiUed  Wit- 
ness— AUoufonee.]  The  junior  counsel  who  had 
advised  throughout  the  proceedings  taken  by  a 
claimaDt  against  a  company  in  liquidation,  in 
respect  of  their  breach  of  contract  to  purchase  his 
business,  having  been  called  within  the  Bar  be- 
fore the  hearing  of  the  claim  and  after  a  leader 
had  been  retained: — Held,  on  review  of  taxation, 
that,  having  regard  to  the  length  and  complication 
of  the  case  and  evidence,  the  costs  of  a  third 
counsel  as  junior  counsel  at  the  hearing  ought  to 
be  allowed. — ^An  accountant  employed  as  a  skilled 
witness  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  tbe  claim, 
though  entitled  to  a  reasonable  allowance  for  his 
time  and  expenses  in  tirepaiing  his  evidence  by 
an  examination  of  the  oooks,  is  not  entitled  upon 
party  and  party  taxation  to  his  charges  for  ba- 
lancing ana  putting  the  books  into  shape  for  the 
purpose  of  supporting  the  claim.  In  re  Charles 
Laffitte  A;  Co.,  LiHiTED.  Laffitte's  Claim  660 

TEMPOBABY  'SVJBAXCZ—Kuisance— Injunction 
— Improper  User  of  Public  Street — Suit  by  Bever' 
sioner — Jiight  to  sue.]  Where  a  public  street  was 
improperly  iu>ed  as  a  stable-yard : — Held,  that  the 
nuisance  to  the  neighbouring  houses  was  not  so 
permanent  as  to  entitle  a  reversioner  to  an  in- 
junction.   Morr  V.  Shoolbred        -         -       22 

2. Injunatum  — •  Weekly  Tenant.]     The 

owner  or  lessee  of  houses  let  or  sub-let  to  weekly 
tenants  cannot  maintain  a  suit  to  restrain  a  tem- 
porary nuisance,  such  as  the  noise  of  machinery 
in  adjacent  premises,  but— tSeml^fe,  such  a  suit 
could  be  maintained  by  a  weekly  tenant  if  the 
nuisance  were  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  injurious 
to  hlB  health  or  oomfiort.    Jonbs  v.  Chapfell  689 

mAUT  70B  Lin — ^Absence  for  seven  years — 
Presumption  of  death        -  -     186 

See  PuaiUHFTtoK  of  Death. 
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TESAJKT  70B  LZn — oorUinued. 

Apportionraent  -         -         -     468 

See  ApFORTioNKEirr. 
—  PoBBeesion  or  receipt  of  rents — Settled  Estates 

Act «97 

See  Settled  Estates  Act. 

Vacant  benefice — Trust  for  sale         -     817 

See  Adyowson. 
TXHAKT  nr  00]aCOir>-Waste— Cool  mine      84 

See  Waste.    1. 
TSVAITT  IK  TAIL— Money  in  Court— Payment 

without  disentailing  deed  -     872 

See  Payment  out  of  Coubt. 
Statute  of  Limitations  -  -     898 

See  LiMiTATioHB,  STATtrrs  op.    1. 

TXSTAUE9TAXT  ZXFlSBfSEB — Costs  in  adminis- 
tration suit  -  .-  -  471 
See  Costs  in  Administbation  Suit. 

TBSATBE — ^Underlease  of  boxes  and  stalls — ^Use 
for  other  than  theatrical  purposes  146 
See  Box  at  Theatbe. 

TEISD  COimSL— Costo  of— Taxation  458, 860 
See  Taxation  op  Costs.    3,  6. 

I^ppeal  in  bankruptcy        -         -     148 
See  Bankbuftct  Appeal. 


TBirSTEE — continued. 

Unborn  person— Trustee  Act,  1850   -     182 

See  PARTmoN  Suit.    2. 

TBU8TZS  IK  BAKKBTTPTCT— Disclaimer       682 
See  DiscLAiiiEB. 

TBXTBTEE  ACT — Sale  under  Partition  Act        20 
See  Partition  Suit.    1. 

TBtrSTBES  BELIEF  ACT— Pas^menf  tn/o  Court — 
CoUs.']  The  trustees  of  a  trust  fund  to  which 
their  eeetui  que  trust  has  become  entitled  in  default 
of  appointment  by  a  tenant  for  life,  are  justified 
in  paying  it  over  to  him  on  being  informed  in 
writing  by  the  solicitor  to  the  parties  that  he  has 
reason  to  believe  that  no  appointment  has  been 
made ;  and  would  be  free  from  liability  in  doing 
80. — ^Trustees  who  under  such  circnmstances  pay 
the  trust  fund  into  Court  under  the  Trusteee 
Belief  Aet  will  not,  as  a  rule,  be  entitled  to  their 
costs.  In  re  Wylly'e  Trude  (28  Bea?.  458)  ex- 
plained.   Jn  f0  Cull's  Tbustb        -         -     661 


New  trial  in  bankruptcy 

See  New  Trial  in  Bankbuptot. 
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— —  Setting  aside  award      -  -  . 

See  Submission  to  Arbitration. 

Three  days*  notice — Sunday   -  -     289 

See  Contempt  op  Court. 

TITUB — ^Misleading  conditions  of  sale  -  50 
See  Conditions  op  Sale. 

XTFLE-DEEDS — Delivery  up — ^Foreclosure— Mort- 
gagee -  -  -  -     288 
iee    Purchase    pob   Value  without 
Notice. 

TBS8PA8S— Tenant  in  oommon— Working  cool 
mine  -----  84 
See  Waste.    1. 

TB1TBT — Breach  of— Married  woman— Liability 
of  separate  estate    -  -  -     821 

See  hepabate  Estate  op  Wipe. 

Charitable— Trust  for  parish  -  -     488 

See  Tbust  pob  Pabibh. 

-^—  Express — Statute  of  Limitations  -  721 
See  Limitationb,  Statute  op.    2. 

—  Sale  of  advowson — ^Bight  to  present  -  807 
See  Advowson. 

TRjm  FOB  TAXaSL—CharitahU  Trtcsf.]  .  A 
trust  of  property  in  favour  of  a  parish  or  the 
parishioners  of  a  parish  for  ever  can  only  be 
upheld  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  charitable 
trust. — In  1585  property  was  conveyed  to  t|?o 
persons  upon  a  secret  trust  for  a  London  parish. 
The  income  of  the  property  was  afterwaras  re- 
ceived by  the  churchwardens  and  applied  to 
charitable  purposes  : — Heldy  that  the  property  was 
subject  to  a  charitable  trust.  Attobnet-Genebal 

V.  WEEfflTEB       -----      483 

TBtTBTEE  Costs  -—  Payment  into  Court  with 
reason  -  -  -  -     661 

See  Trustees  Bxliep  Act. 

— ^  Power  of  sale — Charge  of  debts  -  848 
See  Chabgb  op  Debts. 


VLTBA  VIBES — ^Directors  of  company 
See  Director's  Liabilitt. 

Suit  to  restrain  act  of  direotom        888,  474 

See  Suit  bt  Shabeholdeb.    1,  2. 

tnTBOBK  ISSUE — Partition  suit — Form  of  order 
for  sale         -  -         -         -       80 

See  Pabtition  Suit.    1. 

UKGEETAIK  AQBEEXEHT— Fendor  and  Pur- 
efuuer  —  Specific  Performance  —  Reservation  of 
*'  Necessary  Land  for  making  Railway  ' — Defence 
not  raised  hy  Demurrer — Costs."^  Contract  for  the 
sale  of  an  estate,  vendor  reserving  **  the  necessary 
land  for  makine  a  railway  "  through  the  estate  to 
P.  In  a  suit  by  the  purchaser  for  specific  per- 
formance : — Held,  that  the  reservation  was  void 
for  uncertainty,  and  that  the  contract  could  not  be 
enforced : — Held,  also,  that,  though  the  defence 
was  raised  by  answer  and  not  by  demiUTer,  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Peaboe  v. 
Watts  ------     492 

TJBDEBLEA8E— Disclaimer  of  lease  by  trustee  in 
bankruptcy  -         -         «  •     8S2 

^DlSCLAIMEB. 

UHDEBWKiTlMG    BTTSIHESS  —  Agreement   to 
share  profits-  .  _  .     331 

See  Peroeftion  op  Pabtnerbhip  Pbopttb. 

URDISOEABQED  DEBTOE— £^rofid  Limiidaiion 
Petition  before  Discharge  under  First — Rights  of 
Oreditors  under  First  Petitiofi—Bankruptcy  Aet, 
1869  (32  &  a3  Viet.  e.  71),  ss.  54,  U5— Bankruptcy 
Rules,  1870,  rr.  183-185,  256.  A  debtor  filed  a 
liquidation  petition,  and  his  creditors  resolved  on 
a  liquidation.  All  his  property  was  realised  by 
the  trustee,  and  dividends  amounting  to  less  than 
IO5.  in  the  pound  were  paid  to  ue  creditors. 
They  then  resolved  to  close  the  liquidation  and  to 
release  the  trustee,  but  they  did  not  grant  the 
debtor  a  discharge.  He  contracted  fresh  debts, 
and  more  than  three  years  afterwards  he  filed  a 
second  liquidation  petition. — The  creditors  met 
and  resolved  on  a  liquidation,  but  the  Kegistrar 
refused  to  register  the  resolutions  because  no 
notice  of  the  meeting  had  been  ^ven  to  the 
creditors  xmder  the  first  petition : — Heid^  that  no 
such  notice  was  necessary,  and  that  the  resolutions 
ought  to  be  registered.— The  creditors  under  the 
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first  petition  had  no  rights  against  the  debtor's  pro- 
perty except  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  54  of  the 
Jiankrupicy  Act,  1869.  Ez  parte  Willuus.  In  re 
WtLLIAMS  -----      748 

UNDUE  ABVAITTAGX— Creditors— Liquidating 
debtor  -  -  -  -       05 

See  Kbatjdulent  Pbepkrence.    1. 

USBB— Patent— Injunction  -  -  -       87 

See  Patent  Scit. 

Street  nuisance — Improper  use  of  street     22 

See  Tkmporabt  Nutbancb.    1. 

Theatre— Other  than  theatrical  purposes  145 

See  Box  at  Theatbe. 

VALUAnOH— Assets  of  Uquidating  debtor  291 
See  Receiybb.    2. 

Order  to  permit  valuer  to  enter  -     611 

See  Mamdatobt  Obdsb. 
Security  -----     278 

See  OBEDrroB  boldtsq  Sboobitt. 

V£inX)B  ANB  FUBCrHASEB-— Conditions  of  sale 
See  CoNDmoKB  op  Sale.  [50 

Order  to  permit  valuation  to  be  made      511 

See  Makdatoby  Obdeb. 

Beservation  of  necessary  land  -     402 

See  Unoebtain  Agbeement. 

Restraint  on  alienation  out  of  the  family  186 

See  BESTBAiirr  oK  Alienation. 

Statute  of  Frauds— Descrlprtion  of  contract- 
ing parties  -  -  -  -  11 
See  Pbaxjds,  Statxjtb  of. 

Title— Charge  of  debts-  -  -     848 

See  Chabqe  of  Debts. 

YSSTDTG— Death  in  life  of  tenant  for  life       711 
See  Death  coupled  with  a  Contin- 
gency.   2. 

VOLTTNTABT  SETTLEMENT— 27  Eliz.  e.  4  — 
Consideration — Covenant  to  commence  huUding  a 
House— Aqed  Vendor.']  A  deed  conveying  the 
Trhole  of  the  real  estate  of  the  grantor,  and  other- 
wise voluntary,  contained  a  covenant  by  the 
grantee  under  certain  specified  circumstances  to 
build  a  house  on  part  of  the  estate  conveyed 
within  a  limited  period,  but  there  was  no  shifting 
clause  or  provision  for  defeasance  in  case  of  non- 
performance of  the  covenant: — Hdd^  that  the 
covenant  raised  no  consideiation  affecting  the 
voluntary  nature  of  the  contract,  and  specific  per- 
formance decreed  of  a  contract  (subsequent  to  the 
settlement)  made  by  the  settlor  for  sale  of  part  of 
the  estate.    Bobhxb  v.  Williams    -         -     210 

WAIVER— Irregularity— Notice  of  motion  738 
See  Bankbuftoy  Jubibdiction.    1. 

WABD  OE  COUBT— Bectifioation  of  settlement 

[666 
See  Beotification  of  Settlement.    1. 

WASTE— CmiZ  Min&^TenanU  in  Commonr-Li- 
cence  hy  (too  only  otU  of  three  Co-tenants— Righls 
of  third  Co-tenant— Aequietcenoe — Costs,']  It  is 
not  destructive  waste  for  a  tenant  in  common  of 
a  coal  mine  to  get,  or  to  license  another  to  get, 
the  coals,  he,  the  working  tenant,  not  appropri- 
ating to  himself  more  than  his  share  of  the  pro- 
ceeds.— The  Plaintiff,  a  tenant  in  common  of  a 


WANE— continued,    - 

coal  mine,  had  notice  of  a  negotiation,  which 
was  followed  by  a  lease  for  three  years  (in  which 
he  did  not  join)  by  his  two  co-tenants,  dated  in 
December,  1865,  of  two  undivided  thirds  of  the 
coal  with  license  to  work  the  coal.  Under  this 
license  some  coal,  but  considerably  less  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  whole,  was  raised,  and  one-thiixl 
of  the  royalty  was  kept  by  the  licensee  for  the 
Plaintiff.  A  negotiation  for  a  further  license 
was  on  foot,  when  in  October,  1872,  the  Plaintiff 
filed  the  bill  against  his  co-tenants  and  the  licen- 
see, praying  for  an  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of 
the  coals  raised  :  and  an  account  against  all  the 
Defendants  as  trespassers ;  for  an  injunction  and 
receiver ;  and  for  damages  : — Held,  that  the 
working  was  not  a  trespass ;  and  the  Plaintiff 
electing  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs  against  his 
co-tenants,  decree,  without  costs,  against  the 
licensee  for  an  account  of  the  value  at  the  pit's 
mouth  of  the  coal  raised,  less  costs  of  getting  anu 
raising,  and  for  payment  of  one-third  to  Plain- 
tiff.   Job  v.  Potton  -         -         -         -       84 

2.  Lessor  and  Lessee — Railway.]    The 

lessee  of  land  who  erects  a  building  thereon 
without  the  consent  of  his  lessor  does  not  com- 
mit waste  within  the  definition  in  Co.  Lit.  53a 
unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  such  building  is  an 
injury  to  the  inheritance.    Jones  v.  Chappell 

[539 

WEEKLY  TEHAET— Nuisance— Injunction    689 
See  Temfobaby  Nuisance.    2. 

WIEE'8  GE08E  IN  ACnOV— Husband  and  Wife 
— Legacy  to  Wife  not  reduced  into  Possession — 
DeseHionr-Protection  Order— 20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85, 
ss.  21,  2^— Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874  (37 
&  38  Vict.  c.  78),  8.  9— Costo.]  Where  a  married 
woman,  entitled  to  a  legaov  charged  on  real  es- 
tate which  had  not  been  reduced  into  possession 
by  her  husband,  obtained  a  protection  order,  in 
consequence  of  her  husbanas  desertion,  under 
20  ft  21  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  21  :—Held,  that  the  legacy, 
on  being  paid  to  her  after  the  date  of  the  order, 
was  property  which  then  came  to  or  devolved 
upon  her  within  sects.  21  and  25  of  the  Act,  and 
that  her  receipt  was  a  good  discharge: — jETeZd, 
also  (the  question  being  raised  by  summons  under 
the  Vendor  ami  Purchaser  Act,  1874,  s.  9,  in  re- 
spect to  the  title  to  tlie  estate  charged),  that  the 
declaration  ought  to  be  made  witi^out  costs. 
Form  of  order.  In  re  Cowabd  and  Adam's  Pdb- 
0HA8B    ------      179 


2. 


Practice— Divorce    and   Matrimonial 


Catues  Acty  1857  (20  tk  21  Vict.  e.  85),  ss.  21,  25, 
26 — Married  Woman  having  cbtained  Protection 
Order — Suit  hy — Further  Consideration  —  Evi- 
dence— Continuing  Separation — No  Settlement.] 
Where,  upon  the  further  consideration  of  an  ad- 
ministration suit  instituted  by  a  married  woman 
who  had  obtained  a  protection  order  suing  as  a 
feme  sole  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
20  &  21  Vict  c.  85,  ss.  21,  25,  26,  it  was  proposed 
to  pay  to  the  married  woman  her  share  of  the 
testator's  estate,  the  CJourt : — Held,  that  evidence 
must  be  produced  that  the  aepcuration  was  a  con- 
tinuing one,  but  accepted  the  affidavit  of  the 
marrira  woman  as  to  this  fact,  and  also  as  to  no 
settlement  or  agreement  for  a  lettlement  having 
been  made.    Ewabt  v.  Ghubd        -         -     454 
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WILL — Aocamulationfl        ...     855 

See  ACCUHULATIOKS. 

AdvowsoQ — Bight  to  nominate  -      817 

See  Advowson. 

^—  Annuity — Ck>rpus  or  income    -  -     869 

See  Annuitt  chaboed  on  Cobpus. 

Appointment  under  two  special  powers   699 

See     Apfoiktuekt     vkdeb     Special 

POWEBS. 

Bequest  of  stock  -  -         -     804 

See  IiEaACY,  8pboifio  ob  Genebal. 

Charge  of  debts  if  personalty  insufiScient* 

^  Ghabob  of  Debts.  [848 

Condition  not  to  sell  out  of  the  family     186 

See  Bestbadtt  on  Alienation. 

"  Death  without  issue "  -  -     990 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Contin- 
obnct.    1. 

Devise  of  legal  estate  -  -  -     166 

See  Devise  of  Legal  Estate. 

— —  Distribution  among  relatives  **  as  the  law 
directs"       -  -  -  -     410 

See  Distbibtttions,  Statute  of. 

—  Gift  of  income  to  two  for  their  lives  -     848 

i$00  Gift  TO  Two  fob  thbib  Lives. 

Gift  to  a  class — Brothers  and  sisters  -     647 

See  Gift  on  attaining  Twenty-one, 

Legacy — Tenant  for  life  and  remainderman 

See  Appobtionhent.  [456 

—  Bevocation  of  gift — ^Alteration  of  gift — ^Will 

before  1838  -  -  -  -     488 

See  Bevocation  of  Gift. 

— ^  "  Survivors  '*  when  read  "  others  "     -     378 
See  SuBvrvoBSHip. 

Testamentary  expenses — Costs  in   action — 

Suit 471 

See  Costs  in  Administration  Suit. 

17INBING-17F— Appeal        -  -         -     689 

See  Appeal  in  Winding-up. 

—  Agreement   with    promoter  —  Indemnity 

against  costs  ...     680 

£^  Aqbeement  to  indemnify. 

—  Director— Profit  by — Paid-up  shares       580 

See  FiDuciABY  Brlation. 

■  Director — Qualification  -  -     506 

See  Dibectob's  Qualification. 

■  Distribution  of  surplus  assets  -  -       59 

See  DiSTBiBXTTiON  OF  SuBPLUs  Assets. 

—  Injunction  .  -  .  .     385 

See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

—  Interest  on  calls  ...     860 

See  Liquidatob. 

■  Leave  to  issue  execution         -  -     168 

See  Leave  to  pboceed  afteb  Winding- 
up. 

—  Liquidator — ^Appointment  of  -  -     860 

See  Liquidatob. 


WrmiSG'Jl^—eonHttued. 

Paid-up  shares— Contract  for  -     524 

See  Contbaot  fob  paid-up  Shabes. 

Petition  for  ...     868,887 

See  WiNDiKO-up  Petition.    1,  2. 

wiAiinrChtTP  TITmOH—JudgmerU  CredUor— 
pletue  of  Execution— Ompanies  Ad,  1862,  «.  80, 
'  «ttt-«.  2.]  Where  a  judgment  creditor  is  told  by 
the  solicitors  of  the  company  indebted  to  him 
that  they  have  no  assets  on  which  he  can  levy, 
that  is  such  evidence  of  their  inability  to  pay 
their  debts  as  relieves  him  from  the  necessity 
of  issuing  execution  in  order  to  bring  himself 
within  the  Companiee  Act,  1862,  s.  80,  sob-s.  2. 
In  re  Flaqviavv  Silveb  Mining  Company  op 
Utah    ------ 


8.  Company -^Inability  to  pay  Debts- 
Companies' Ant,  1862  (25  <fe  26  Vict.  c.  89),  ».  80, 
eub-u.  1, 4.]   A  company  bought  goods,  giving  in 

Eart  pavment  .its  acceptance,  which  was  dis- 
onoured  on  presentation,  and  continued  unpaid  : 
and  the  vendor  presented  a  petition  for  winding 
up  the  company :— fieW,  that  the  diBhonour  of 
tlie  bill  was  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Court,  under  sect.  80,  sub- sect.  4,  of  the  C&mpaniei 
Act,  1862,  that  the  company  was  unable  to  pay 
its  debts,  althou^^h  the  Petitioner  had  not  serveil 
a  demand  requiring  payment  under  su^sect.  1. 
In  re  Globe  New  Patent  Iron  and  Steel  Com- 
pany    -  -  -  -  -         -    387 

WITNZ88— SkUled-^CoHts  -  -        638, 650 

See  Taxation  op  Coffra.     4,  5. 

WOBDS—"  As  the  law  directs"  -  -  410 
See  DisTBiBUTiONS^  Statute  of. 

*' At  their  death  "         -  -         -    343 

See  Gift  to  Two  fob  tbeib  Lives. 

"Die  leaving  issue"    -  -         -    280 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Cojms- 

GENCT.     1. 

"  Die  without  issue "    -  -         -    280 

See  Death  coupled  with  a  Cojrm- 

GENCY.     1. 

*' Necessary  for  purposes  aforesaid  "  -    544 

See  Nuisance  by  Railway  Compakt. 

**  Necessary  land  for  making  railway  "    492 

See  Uncbbtain  Agbeeicent. 
"  Out  of  the  family  **    -  -        -    116 

See  Bbstbaint  on  Alieination. 
**  Parishioner "  -  -  .         -    e0§ 

See  Election  to  Chbist's  HosFrriL. 
"  Possession  on  receipt  of  rent " 

See  Settled  Estates  Act. 
"Survivors"      -  -  - 

See  SuBVivoBSHip. 
"Unborn  person" 

See  Paetition  Suit.   2. 

WMT— Prohibition— Lord  Mayor's  Court  1, 55« 
See  Pbohibition.    1,  2. 
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